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THE 
NEW SCHOLASTICISM 


A Quarterty Review or PHILosoPHy 


VotumeE IV APRIL, 1930 NUMBER 2 


THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE SUMMA OF 
CARDINAL STEPHEN LANGTON 


S the last of the die-hards who defended the authen- 
ticity of the Summa attributed to the Archbishop of 
Canterbury by the Bamberg MS Patr. 136, I take advantage of 
this Langton symposium to give the reasons for the faith that 
is in me. Since Dom Lottin’s’* important article on this sub- 
ject, Professor Powicke writes me that he now reserves judg- 
ment, Dr. Landgraf that he considers the cause practically lost, 
while I admit that when I affirmed the certainty of this attri- 
bution, I expressed rather my own conviction than a demon- 
strable proposition. Still in spite of Dom Lottin’s closing 
remark: “ Bref, st la Summa de Bamberg était anonyme, 
comme celle d’ Oxford, personne, pensons-nous, ne songerait a 
attribuer ces exposés a Vauteur des Questiones,”’ quite a good 
defense can be made for the rubricator of the Bamberg MS 
Patr. 136, who wrote on the top of folio 1: “ Summa Magistri 
Stephani Cantuariensis Archiepiscom.” For if this Summa was 
not written by Langton, if all the manuscripts were originally 


anonymous, why did a scribe, and particularly a German scribe, 
think of attributing it to Langton? When a work is ascribed 


1 Recherches de Théologie Ancienne et Médiévale, I (Louvain, 1929), 
497-504. 
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by a rubricator to a certain author this is already a title to 
authenticity; when the rubric is in a hand contemporary with 
this author, it requires more than critical ingenuity to counter- 
balance the weight of such testimony. Not for a moment do 
I mean that Dom Lottin’s are the rapier strokes that astound 
by their virtuosity; they are solid mace blows which seem to 
demolish the very possibility of Langton’s authorship. He finds 
it highly improbable that Langton wrote the Swmma, for 
chronological, stylistic, and psychological reasons. I sum up 
these arguments: 


(1) CHronotoey. In Langton’s Questiones and in his 
commentary on the Epistles of St. Paul, Gilbert de la Porrée 
is quoted as Magister Gilbertus*; the author of the Swmma 
speaks of him as magnus ille Gillebertus * or again as magnus 


ille Pictaviensis, and betrays himself as one of the admirers 
who kept fresh the memory of the philosopher, condemned by 
Eugenius III at the council of. Rheims in 1148. On fol. 7° of 


the Bamberg Summa the author says: 


Super hoc decretum habemus Eugenii pape quid sit super hoc 
asserendum in Concilio Remensi, quod celebratum est occasione huius 
questionis, in qua magnus ille Pictaviensis minus catholice videbatur 
sentire. Dicebat enim quod non quidquid est in Deo Deus est. Ex 
quo, inquam, tempore, certum est quid tenendum sit in hoe articulo. 


Accepting Professor Powicke’s* chronology according to 
which Langton would have been born around 1165, Dom Lottin 
cannot understand Langton’s admiration for Gilbert, whom he 
could not have known personally. If the author were a person 
born toward 1130, at school in Paris around 1148, at work on 


* Langton In Epistolas Pauli in MS Paris Bibl. nat. lat. 14443, f. 395*: 
Ea his videtur quod remissio peccati naturaliter precedit gratiam; sic 
divit magister Gillabertus Porretanus. Nos vero econtrario.... 

®* Bamberg MS Patr. 136, f. 3°: Sed ait magnus ille Gillebertus nuga- 
tionem non habere hic locum. 

*F..M. Powicke, Stephen Langton (Oxford, 1928), p. 8. 
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his Swmma between 1180-1185, his attitude toward Gilbert is 
quite comprehensible, but the writer cannot be Langton. 

This hypothesis also permits Dom Lottin to understand a 
reference in our Summa to Pierre le Mangeur. The author 
usually mentions him simply as Manducator, but on one occa- 
sion he is referred to in these terms (fol. 73): Nos autem 
magistri Manducatoris sequentes vestigia, thus giving us to 
understand that he had followed the lectures of Pierre le Man- 
geur, who in 1169 gave up his chair in favor of Peter of Poi- 
tiers, and died circa 1179. How could Langton—a baby of 
four years in 1169—have been Manducator’s pupil ? 


(2) Sryze. Dom Lottin finds a positive argument against 
Langton’s authorship in the style of the Bamberg Swmma. 
This is characterized by a peculiar formula following verbs of 
affirmation and negation: Ad hoc quoniam. This distinctive 
phrase is not found in Langton’s Questiones, and I may add in 
any other of his works. It is as characteristic of this Swmma 
as is the formula redditur of Simon of Tournai. The fact that 
it is found nowhere else in Langton’s work is a proof that this 
Summa is not from Langton’s pen. 


(3) Psycuotoey. Dom Lottin remarks that one does not 
look for great originality in the works of this period; yet he 
does expect an identity of exposition and reasoning in two 
works from the same author. From a comparison of a series 
of cognate passages * in the Summa and the Questiones he finds 
such diversity of matter and treatment that he concludes: if 
all the manuscripts of the Swmma were anonymous, no one 
would dream of attributing it to Langton. 


Against these difficulties we have the fact that a rubricator, 
copying in all probability within a few years of Langton’s ele- 
vation to the See of Canterbury, was tempted to ascribe this 
work to the great archbishop. From Dom Lottin’s arguments 


® Op. cit., p. 504. 
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the attribution seems stupid. Yet is the chronology of the 
work incompatible with that of the Archbishop’s life, is the 
style so characteristically unlangtonian, is the matter and 
treatment of questions in the Swmma and in the Master’s other 
works so different that they cannot all be children of his brain? 
What can be said in favor of the Bamberg rubricator? 


In a study on the Commentaries of Langton, which the 
Archives d'Histoire Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age® 
now has in press, I remark that the chronology of Langton’s 
life is far from having been put on a scientific basis. Professor 
Powicke, from the very nature of his work (his Stephen Lang- 
ton is a series of lectures), was unable to utilize three essential 
sources of information: Langton’s sermons, some 500 in num- 
ber, the cartularies of the time, and the Archbishop’s Com- 
mentaries, which number well on to a hundred different works. 
I do not profess to have read more than a portion of the ser- 
mons nor to have touched the cartularies, but I have worked 
through most of the commentaries, with the exception of those 
on the Wisdom Books. This reading has given me reasons to 
believe that it may not be at all impossible for Langton to have 
composed the Bamberg Summa. 

We are fortunate enough to possess two different glosses of 
Langton on the Historia Scholastica, perhaps unique of their 
kind. Both have come down to us in reportationes. The first, 
which begins: Fluvius egrediebatur de loco voluptatts, is attri- 
buted to Langton by the Avranches MS 36. Anonymous in 
the Paris Bibl. nat. MS lat. 14.414, it is grouped with other 
works of the Archbishop. A third copy in the Durham Library 
MS A. ITI-26 is anonymous. This report can be dated with 
great accuracy. Langton writes in the thirty-third year of 


* “ Notes on the Commentaries of Cardinal Stephen Langton,” Part I by 
G. Lacombe; part II by Beryl Smalley (Paris, 1930), T. V, p. 3. 
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Maurice de Sully’s episcopate,’ at a time when Richard of 
England is still in captivity.* In addition he gives his pupils 
an example in practical chronology ® which fixes the date of 
his lecture as the fourteenth of March, 1193. This agrees with 
the other two indications. 

The second report beginning: Reverendo Patri etc. Pre- 
mitttt Magister prologum epistolarum, is found grouped with 
other authentic works of Langton in the only manuscript which 
has preserved it: Paris, Bibl. nat. MS lat. 14.417, and is 
attributed to him by the table of contents. It resembles the 
gloss beginning Fluvius egrediebatur in matter and in treat- 
ment; every column or so, sections of ten to fifty words appear 
which are identical in the two reports; finally, at the beginning 
of Second Maccabees and on through the Historia Evangelica. 
both works give the same text. 

This second report however lacks the details which make it 
so easy to assign the Fluvius egrediebatur to 1193. Yet there 
is one passage which shows very clearly that this particular 
explanation of the Historia Scholastica took place before 1187, 
at which date Jerusalem fell into the hands of the conquering 
Saracens under Saladin. Glossing Comestor’s words: Postea 
cum gentes habitaverunt in Ierusalem, he says:*° Scilicet post 


destructionem per Romanos, antequam acceperunt eam Chris- 


tiant; quod, inquit, factum est non sunt multi anni. Hence 
we have two dates for Langton’s literary activity: 1193, and a 
moment before 1187. 


7 Bibl. nat. lat. 14.414 f. 117°: “Creditur enim Dominus Mauritius, qui 
modo Parisius sedet, XXXIII° anno sui episcopatus plus vivisse.” M. de 
Sully succeeded P. Lombard as Bishop of Paris in 1160. 

®MS cit. f. 118%: “Ut enim nunc peccata clam vindicata sunt in Cha- 
naan, ita his diebus in quodam magno rege captivato peccata patris eius 
vindicentur.” Richard was made prisoner at Erperg near Vienna Dec. 
11, 1192, and set free the 22d of Sept. 1193. 

®°MS cit. f. 1174: “ Verbi gratia hodie est dies dominica pridie idus 
marti, O littera dominicalis, luna septima,” etc. 

10 Paris Bibl. nat. lat. 14.417 f. 144. 
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We have shown elsewhere that Langton glossed the whole 
Bible.“ The most frequently encountered in the manuscripts 
is the Commentary on the Historical Books of the Old Testa- 
ment, which he began with Genesis and continued through to 
Maccabees. While all of this was clearly done during his teach- 
ing career at Paris, the only definite date which can be assigned 
is that of the IV Kings—which must have been composed in 
the neighborhood of 1190. They are clearly written shortly 
after the capture of Jerusalem ** in 1187, but long enough after 
to allow the emotions of Christians to subside. A reference to 
the indulgence granted for the first time by Gregory VIII ** in 
November 29, 1187, to those who support the crusades, con- 


firms the idea that the gloss on Kings was written during or 
shortly after the third crusade. Thus we see that Langton’s 
gloss on the Octoteuch which ran in order from Genesis to Kings 


was composed before 1191 or thereabouts. 

The following note which I owe to the kindness of Dr. Beryl 
Smalley brings our information about Langton’s Commentaries 
up to date: 


“ Further reading of Langton on the Pentateuch has revealed 
a number of fresh references to earlier commentaries by the 
same author. It will be noted that these references all clearly 
form a part of the original manuscript tradition. References 


211 “ Notes on the Commentaries of Cardinal Stephen Langton,” Archives 
d'Histoire Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age, V (1930), 11 seq. 

12 Oxford MS Rawl. C. 427f. 5%. On I Reg. IV-18: Nota quod Ely 
qui reprobus erat, audito quod archa Domini capta esset, pre dolore expira- 
vit; et modo multi sunt boni qui audientes quod terra Ierusalem capta 
est, nec etiam moventur. Ibid. f. 23% On II Reg. XI-11: Hece quantum 
dissimiles sumus. Hine quod locum nostre redemptionis Sarraceni tenent 
occupatum et nos in deliciis vivimus. 

18 MS cit. f. 18b. On I Reg. XXX-24: Hine sumpsit dominus papa quod 
eandem indulgentiam dedit euntibus Ierusalem im propria persona et 
mittentibus. Cf. Paulus, Geschichte d. Ablasses im Mittelalter. Pader- 
born, 1922, vol. I, p. 204. Cf. Migne, P. L., CCII, 1561. Clement III 
says that Gregory VIII was the first to grant this indulgence. For this 
information on the Book of Kings I am indebted to Dr. Smalley. 
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of this type are too frequent throughout Langton’s work to be 
set down as inserted marginalia. Nor can they be the result 
of a later revision of the Commentaries, because they all point 
one way. Kings for instance contains a reference to Ecclesiasti- 
cus,* but in Ecclesiasticus I find no reference to Kings, or 
indeed to any other Commentary. Similarly in the Pentateuch 
we find many back references but none looking forward. The 
passages are as follows: 


“(1) MS Trinity Col. Oxford 65, f. 2404: Quast cedri prope 
aquas [Num. XXIV-16]. De cedro et eius proprietatibus quo- 
modo tustis conveniunt, in Psalmis tbi: Et arbusta eius cedrus 
Der; et nm Genest ubi agitur de archa Noe; et in Levitico, et 
im Canticis, require. 

“ This is a satisfactory passage because the last three refer- 
ences can be verified without difficulty and so check the doubt- 
ful one. Commenting on Genesis VI-14 (MS cit. f. 284) and on 
Leviticus XIV-4 (cbid. f. 194%), Langton compares the proper- 
ties of cedar wood to the virtues of the just. He goes into the 
subject at even greater length in his gloss on the Canticle I-16, 
as found in the Bodleian MS 87, f. 221. Several copies of 
Langton’s exposition on this book exist in late twelfth century 
hands, a fact which had already suggested to Father Lacombe 


that it was composed early in his career. He also called atten- 


tion to various works which might be Langton’s gloss on the 
Psalms, for, though we knew expressly that he composed this 
work, no attributed copy has survived. This reference by Lang- 
ton to his gloss on Psalm LX XIX, 11, will prove valuable evi- 
dence for identification. 


“(2) MS Trinity Col. Oxford, 65, f. 258%: Ht horribiles 


14 Oxford, Rawlinson .C, 427, f. 394, on III Reg. VIII, 10. “ De nubecula 
satis dictum est in Ecclesiastico XXIV cap.: Ibi et tronus in columpna 
mubis. Nubecula significat carnem Christi, ut ibi dictum est.”? The 
cross reference is found in Langton in Hcclesiasticum, in Oxford, Balliol 
Col. MS 20, f. 41° et seq. 
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vistones [ Deut. IV-34] ; de quibus satis in libro Sapientie: Ht 
persone tristes ets apparebant. [Sap. XVII-4] 
The comment on Wisdom is inaccessible to me.*® 


“(3) MS cit. £.212>. Comment. on Deut. XXIII-25: 
Moraliter de prelato, sicut super illud Evangelii: Discipuli 
spicas vellebant manibus fringentes. Intraveris in segetem 


proximi tur ete.; ecclesiam, ut presis alus; et franges spicas; 
quod est humanam gloriam conterendo declinare. 

“ Though Langton on the Gospels has not come down to us, 
we may be fairly sure of this reference. The only work other 
than his own to which Langton would be likely to refer in such 
general terms would be the Interlinear and Marginal Glosses. 
These reveal no trace of such an interpretation as is here indi- 
cated. Carefully considered the references in these passages 
imply more than might at first sight appear. Langton had a 
habit of commenting the books of the Vulgate not singly but in 
groups. He generally foreshadows the arrangement in his pro- 
logues. The prologue to Genesis dwells on the significance of 
the number five, in relation to the five books of Moses. The 
twelve Minor Prophets are commented as a group, the text 
chosen for the prologue being Ecclesiasticus XLIX-12: Ossa 
duodecim prophetarum. The text which introduces the pro- 
logue to Isaias: Quatuor rote per bases singulas (Troyes MS 
1516, f. 1%) suggests that Langton proposed to take four Major 
Prophets in a group. 

“Hence when we find references in the Pentateuch to the 
Gospels of St. Mark and St. John *° we are inclined to infer that 


** The Commentary on Wisdom is found in Chartres MS 288, f. 101, 
and in Vienna Staatsbibliothek, MS 1466. 

1° Trinity Col. Oxford, 65, f. 155°. Exod. XXVI, 31: “ Facies et velum 
etc. Require textum et espositionem in prima lectione Eaodi, vel super 
Iohannem in prima lectione. Sciendum, ut premissum est, quod quedam 
pars, que dicebatur Sancta Sanctorum, sive Sanctuarium Sanctuarii, versus 
occidentem separata est, et ista pars X cubitos habebat ex omni parte.” 

The cross reference to Exodus is found ibid. f. 86%: “In ingressu taber- 
naculs V columpne erant de lignis Sethim deaurate .. . et ibi erat appo- 
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it was preceded by Commentaries on all four gospels. One 
remembers that the student seems to be referred to the prologue 
of St. John: Super Ichannem in prima lectione, where the veil 
of the tabernacle is mentioned. Langton’s prologues to Exodus 
and to Genesis make great play of the significance of the four 
precious colors of the veil and curtains of the tabernacle; did 
Langton use the fourfold coloring of the veil in reference to 
the four Evangelists in his prologue to St. John’s Gospel? 

“The prologue to the Canticle groups together three works 
of Solomon: the Canticle, Ecclesiastes, and Proverbs: 


“MS Bodleian 87, f. 1202: Notandum quod secundum tria 
volumina que composuit, trinomius extitit: Salomon, Idida, 
Ecclesiastes. Secundum hune librum dicitur Salomon; secun- 
dum Proverbia Idida . . . Vocetur etiam idem Salomon Ec- 
clesiastes, id est concionator. It is shown that according to 
each of these three names Solomon typified Christ. 

“ The Commentaries on Proverbs and on Ecclesiastes have 
recently been discovered by Father Lacombe. In the prologue to 
Ecclesiastes we find the same insistence on this group of three: 
Vienna, Staatbibliothek MS 1466, f. 80°: 


Salomon tria fecit opera secundum tria nomina que habuit. Primo 
Proverbia . . . huic operi competit nomen Salomonis. Secundum opus 
proponitur proficientibus, mundum iam contempnentibus; huic operi 
competit hoe nomen Ecclesiastes id est concionator ... Tercium opus 


scilicet Cantica Canticorum proponitur iam perfectis ... cui bene 
convenit hoe nomen Ydida id est amabilis donatio. 


In this Vienna MS (ff. 394-115°) moreover the three books are 
grouped together by the order discussed by Langton in his pro- 


logues. 


situm velum IIII coloribus distinctum ... Ad distinguendum vero sancta 
sanctorum a sanctis erant in medio IIII columpne de lignis Sethim... 
et appendebatur ibi similiter velum eisdem IIII coloribus quadripartitum. 
Ecce qualiter rota est in medio rote, id est Novum Testamentum in medio 
Veteris. Per IIII columpnas IIII Evangelia intelliguntur, per velum 
inter illas appensum doctrina evangelica.” 
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“The references to Wisdom and Psalms in the Pentateuch, 
and to Ecclesiasticus in Kings, would take us still further. It 
begins to look as if the glosses on the historical books of the 
Old Testament represent a distinct stage in Langton’s teaching 
career, following upon an earlier stage when he occupied him- 
self with the Psalms and the Wisdom books. From a passage 
in his Commentary on Zacharias (MS Trinity Col. Cantabr. 69, 
f. 192*) we happen to know that he considered the moral expo- 
sition of these Books to be elementary. In the Books of Solo- 
mon, he says, the tropology is easily understood, and he com- 
pares it with the difficulties contained in the Prophets. Hence 
it is very tempting to add Proverbs and Ecclesiastes to those 
works mentioned by Langton as preceding his Commentaries on 
the Pentateuch and Historical Books.” 

In the light of these details we see that before 1190—ap- 
proximate date of the gloss on Kings—Langton had already 
composed postils on the Historia Scholastica (1187), the Octo- 
teuch, Ecclesiasticus, Cantica Canticorum, Psalms, Wisdom, 
and the gospels of St. Mark and St. John; to this list we may 
join with some probability the Gospels of St. Matthew and St. 
Luke, as well as Proverbs and Ecclesiastes—in all some nine- 
teen glosses. Even if we allow two or three glosses to a year in 
the case of the shorter ones, there is ample matter to fill in 
about ten years of Langton’s teaching career; for most of this 
material is classroom matter. Hence we can hold with real 
probability that about 1180 Langton was already a Magister in 
Sacra Pagina." 

The De Viribus Illustribus of the Pseudo-Henry of Ghent 
throws light on Langton’s activities just before he became a 
Bible commentator. This bibliophile tells us that our master, 
before passing to the faculty of theology, had been at the head 


17 When the Sentences and the Histories first entered into the schools, 
the Commentary was made by the master. This task devolved on the 
bachelor only at a later period. For instance, Peter of Poitiers’ com- 
mentary on the Sentences was composed when he was a master. 
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of the faculty of arts.** It is true that this information is some- 
what late. But this was the normal procedure of the time. On 
the other hand since the rest of the pseudo-Henry’s notice is 
quite correct, we ought to trust him for this detail. 

How long did Langton stay in the faculty of arts? It does 
not seem to be pure hypothesis that a young master did not pass 
to the head of the faculty of arts without spending a certain 
number of years as a teacher. The words used by the pseudo- 
Henry are prefuit scolis; the term regere, regens in Artibus 
was too universal in the sense of teaching arts at Paris to be 
replaced by prefuit, which means that he was at the head of 
the faculty. Without drawing any too definite a conclusion 
from this text, suffice it to say that it throws Langton back into 
a period where he could well have had Pierre le Mangeur as 
his master. 

Does Langton ever talk of his teachers? For one thing I do 
not believe it is any longer safe to assert that he was a pupil of 
the Chanter.** He seems to put himself in the class of those 
who were not disciples of that illustrious professor.” 

There is a passage in the Gloss on the Historia Scholastica, 
where, commenting on Manducator’s text: Faciam quod homo 
penttens facere solet, quia delebo quod fect, Langton, not the 
reporter, says (Paris Bibl. nat. MS lat. 14414, f. 117): Aliter 
a Magistro nostro et a Magistro Beleth audivimus. Here Lang- 


ton speaks of his master, who is one with John Beleth against 
Manducator; but both of them are contemporaries of this lat- 


1®Paris Bibl. nat. nouv. acq. lat. 314, f. 77%: “Stephanus natione 
Anglicus Parisius liberalium artium scolis prefuit; inde theologice scole 
presidens theologiam celeberrime docuit ; totam Scripturam primus medul- 
litus et moraliter cepit exponere” . . 

1° Cf. Powicke, op. cit. p. 25. 

2° Langt. In Epist. Pauli. Paris Bibl. nat. 14.443, f. 395a: “Quidam 
magnus, cui adhibenda est fides, dicit se audivisse a magno et pio Cantore 
Parisiensi quod ipse Cantor legerat in scriptis Ieronimi quod ea nocte 
qua natus est Salvator mundi mortui sunt omnes Sodomite. Ibid. f. 255b: 
Cantor Parisiensis, sicut dicunt qui eum audierunt, diwit quod christus 
est fils Det adoptivus.” 
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ter, for Beleth died circa 1182. Here again we see that it is 
quite possible chronologically for Langton to have followed 
Manducator’s lectures. In this connection it might be well to 
bear in mind that only a generation earlier John of Salisbury 
acknowledged his debt to a dozen different masters.” 

With this text of the gloss on the Histories before us, we 
can understand the reference in the Bamberg Summa to Gil- 
bert de la Porrée as magnus ille Pictaviensis.” Through his 
contact with Beleth, Langton would have come in touch with 
one of Gilbert’s most noted disciples.** The enthusiasm for 
Gilbert, which Dom Lottin has remarked, might well be of a 
borrowed nature. Again the Porretani were quite active right 
through the century, nor do I find anything in the text quoted 
by Dom Lottin to suggest a personal souvenir of Gilbert’s con- 
demnation. Gilbert was an exceedingly great philosopher and 
theologian to the generation following him, and the author of 
the Bamberg Swmma—or his source—recognizes the fact. It 
is noteworthy however that in spite of the uncommonly eulogis- 
tic mode of citation, Gilbert is quoted but twice in the whole 
ninety-eight folios which constitute the work. 


IT. 


Let us admit that the peculiar expression ad hoc quoniam 
after verbs of affirmation and negation is characteristic of the 
Summa and not found in the Questiones, as Dom Lottin has 
pointed out. In fact I have found it nowhere in Langton’s 
commentaries. Is it a safe conclusion to affirm that a work 
marked by this formula cannot be Langton’s ? 

In spite of these ad hoc quoniam passages I can conceive sev- 


*1 Clerval, Les Ecoles de Chartres au Moyen Age (Paris, 1895), p. 276, 
quotes Metalogicus II, 10. 

221t is interesting to compare with this the formula (MS cit. f. 6”): 
magnus ille philosophus. The Oxford MS at this point has in the margin: 
Aristoteles. 

Op. cit. p. 185. 


George Lacombe 109 


eral lines of defense for the attribution to Langton made by 
the rubricator of the Bamberg Summa. 


(1) We forget too often the remark of Noel Valois ** that 
in the Middle Ages (and in classical antiquity I might add) 
style was a matter of genre more than of persons. Compare for 
instance the letters, the orations, and the philosophical works 
of Cicero; or again the Commentaries of St. Thomas with the 
Summa. Langton’s Questiones and most of Commentaries are 
school exercises, and necessarily bear the stamp of the lectio 
and disputatio. The Bamberg Summa, on the other hand, 
claims to be a manual of theology, a collection of Sententie, an 
exposition of the common doctrine of the Schools.” 
der if it has a somewhat different technique. 


No won- 


(2) In spite of the bulk of his literary remains, are we sure 
that we possess any other example of Langton’s style? There 
are some of his sermons without doubt, but they can be of no 
help, for they are not in scholastic form. Dr. Smalley has 
proved that all the Commentaries on the Historical books of the 
Old Testament are reportationes. I can say the same for the 
gloss on the Histories and on the Canticle ; I suspect it strongly 


24N. Valois, Guillawme d’Auvergne (Paris, 1880), p. 159. 

25MS cit. f. 1": “ Breves dies hominis sunt, et numerus mensium eius 
infra primos limites cohartatur. Proinde brevibus dictis est promovenda 
imbecillitas parvulorum, quibus proponendum esse puto lac doctrine sim- 
plicis, quousque in robur validioris etatis evaserint, ut iam capere valeant 
solidum panem, et accedere ad mensam Patris. Paucis quidem litteris 
itur in celum, nam eius itur plus in actione quam in speculatione con- 
sistit, vel curiosa disputatione. Mallem ego cum Ieronimo esse fidelis 
rusticus quam cum Arrio hereticus curialis. Unde certis et legitimis dis- 
putandi lineis est utendum, quia ‘ qui nimis emungit elicit sanguinem,’ et 
‘bestia que tetigerit mortem lapidabitur’ ... Hgo quidem meam imbe- 
cillitatem fateor, et impotentiam; ‘factus sum enim lingue impeditioris 
ab heri et nudiustercius,’ ex quo de summo Deo loqui proposui. Proinde 
magis silendum quam loquendum esse decreveram, quia sepe periculosius 
narratur ipsa veritas quam taceiur, nisi quoniam Christi caritas me com- 
pellit, et urgens instantia sociorum, et minutum vidue me invitat spicas 
aliquas, que sub falce tantorum messorum casualiter defluxerunt, cum 
Ruth Moabitide tenuis ingenioli collecto gremio conspicari.” 
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for the Postils on the Magna Glosatura and for the Questiones 
as found in the St. Victor-Chartres group. I will encroach on 
Dr. Gregory’s work only enough to say that the Questiones in 
the Cambridge manuscript are clearly in an editor’s hand and 
this editor is not Langton. Hence if I believed that Langton 
had written the ad hoc quoniam passages of the Bamberg 
Summa I would propose the paradox that these sections might 
be the only example of his theological style that we possess. 


(3) Are these ad hoc quoniam passages surely Langtonian? 
Before this question of authenticity can be laid to rest, we must 
study the sources of the Bamberg Summa. This study has 
been started with interesting results, but it is far from being 
complete. 

I think the Summa is an excellent example of twelfth-century 
technique, a house built with other people’s materials. From the 
text quoted in note 25 it would seem that the author laid no 
great claim to originality. Like Ruth he had gone agleaning 
in other people’s fields. It is curious that Langton in his Com- 
mentary on Ruth gives just this interpretation of the text: 
Colligam spicas.”° 

Without having any general idea of the composite character 
of this Summa, Dr. Landgraf *’ discovered the sources of the 
liturgical sections in the Speculum Ecclesie. In The New 
Scholasticism ** I noted that a tractate on Penance similar to 
the De Penitentia Iniungenda of Prevostin had been introduced 


2¢ Paris, Bibl. nat. MS lat. 384, f. 984: “Ht colligam spicas, id est 
gentiles ad conversionem invitare; item spicas residuas colligere est quod 
maiores predicaverint iterum confirmare; vel aliter ager Scriptura est, 
spice remanentes sunt sententie residue; per messores, id est sanctos 
Patres et Doctores; quas moderni magistri colligunt et eas nobis exponunt 
et conterunt.” 

27 A. Landgraf, “Eine ungedruckte liturgische Abhandlung des Kard. 
Stephan v. Langton,” Theologie und Glaube, 15 (1923), 258-267. 

28“ The Questiones of Cardinal Stephen Langton,” The New Scholasti- 
cism, III (1929), 5. 
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into the work. Dom Lottin’s * discovery of a fragment of our 
Summa in the Cambrai MS 402 now shows that we must take 
into account a second treatise on canonical penances (MS Bam- 
berg Patr. 136, f. 62 etc.) which is likewise of extraneous 
origin. 

I have done considerable work on the sources of the first and 
the second books of this Summa. They are quite extensively a 
commentary of the Sentences,” following the order of the Lom- 
bard, but frequently dropping series of questions. The phrase- 
ology is often enough taken from the Lombard. Interspersed 
are a series of questions from another source and I hope 
to find them in Magister Martinus.** As far as I have gone 
the expression ad hoc quoniam never occurs in the sections 
which have their source in the Sentences, nor do they appear in 
the tractates on Penance—save in one place where there is dis- 
order in the manuscript, f. 93% **—nor in the liturgical portions. 

The formula ad hoc quoniam is so unusual that it draws our 
attention but it is not as frequent as it would seem at first sight. 
It is found in only about twenty-five per cent of the questions. 
It has frequently been noted that these questions are quite 
short, with the result that they do not represent if strung 
together more than fifteen folios out of ninety-eight. Could 
not this expression have been introduced through the borrow- 
ings of the author and be characteristic of this source, not of 
the Swmma as a whole? 

This brings me to Professor Powicke’s difficulty. He finds it 


2° Recherches de Théologie I (Louvain, 1929), 373. 

*°Qne need only compare the text of the Second Book of this Summa 
with the Second Book of the Sentences for the proofs of these statements. 

31Tn the Summa of Magister Martinus we read (Paris, Bibl. nat. lat. 
14556, f. 287°): “ Item tres autem sunt species theophanie; prima epypha- 
nia, secunda yperphania, tercia ypophania.” In Book II of the Summa 
of Bamberg f. 134 we have these three questions in the same order, with 
the same definitions borrowed from John Scotus, and enough family 
resemblance to make us look for the relationship between the two works. 

82 At the end of f. 924 and the beginning of f. 93* the scribe went astray, 
as is seen from the cancellation of the first half column of f. 93°. 
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hard to concede that this organized Summa is the product of 
Langton’s early days at the University of Paris, instead of the 


crowning point of his professional career. Since he accepts 
Dom Lottin’s date, 1180-1185, for the composition, he has be- 
come more than hesitant about Langton’s authorship. 

If this work were like the Summa of St. Thomas, the ecrystal- 
lization of a life spent in the schools, there would be a basis for 
the argument, but it is a scissors and paste affair, just such a 
thing as a beginner would turn out. Its main originality con- 


sists in the gathering of first-class materials. 


III. 


The Questiones of Langton take on the form of the disputatio. 
They are the summing up, or determinatio, of the pros and cons 
debated by the younger element in his school. At the basis of 
these disputes were the materials furnished by Langton’s lec- 
tiones, but after passing through different minds, being enriched 
by fresh ideas, viewed from other angles. The disputants have 
brought something personal to the disputatio. 

In the Swmma we find another spirit. Far from opening up 
fresh ground for discussion, the author would keep to the broad 
highway, following in the footsteps of the masters. This alone 
would account somewhat for that difference in philosophical 
outlook and treatment which Dom Lottin regards as the stum- 
bling block for Langton’s authorship. This might be the place 
to state that there is no similarity in technique, in utilization 
of materials, in forms of reasoning, between the ad hoc quoniam 
sections and those which are a commentary on the Sentences. 

Again there is the element of time. I had thought to date 
the Questiones between 1203-1206, because they quoted the 
Commentaries on the Magna Glosatura, written between 1200- 
1203, and yet had all the flavor of the Paris schools, which 
Langton left in 1206. But some texts that Dr. Landgraf found 
in the above-mentioned Commentaries show that if the Ques- 
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tiones quote the Commentaries in turn the Commentaries refer 
back to the Questiones, so that we must rest satisfied with put- 
ting them at the turn of the twelfth century into the thirteenth. 

On the whole I agree with the date which Dom Lottin has 
assigned to the Summa. Its composite origin, however, com- 
plicates the matter considerably. I wonder if some of its con- 
stituent parts might not be pushed back another decade. The 
doctrine on the sacraments seems to be that of Peter of Poitiers 
without any verbal dependence between the two authors. Again 
the manner in which Geoffry du Louroux, Archbishop of Bor- 
deaux (+1158) is mentioned [Bamberg MS Patr. 136, f. 
70°]: Fecisse comperimus virum bone opinionis et memorie 
Gaufridum archipresulem Burdegalensem is worthy of note in 
an author writing as late as 1180-1185. 

The only point I would make here is that there is ample time 
between the composition of the Summa and of the Questiones 
to allow a man like Langton, living in the full battle of the 
Schools, to evolve a fresh technique, to acquire a greater arsenal 
of texts, a new appreciation of problems, and a personal touch 
in his work. These twenty years between the Summa and the 
Questiones, the most prolific of Langton’s scholastic career, are 
long and full enough to justify a new philosophical outlook. 


(1) Let us sum up. There is no chronological difficulty. 
Langton might well have been Manducator’s pupil. His rela- 
tions with John Beleth explain the enthusiasm for Gilbert de 
la Porrée. 


(2) There is no touchstone for Langton’s style. The dicta- 
men of the Bamberg Summa might well be his. On the other 
hand, in this work it is well-nigh impossible to say what is 
author and what is source; the ad hoc quoniam passages may 
be from a source. 


(3) The differences in genre between Langton’s Questiones 
and the Summa, as well as the difference in dates of composi- 
2 
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tion, could explain the difference in philosophical outlook and 
method of reasoning exhibited by the two works. 


Do I believe that Langton wrote the Bamberg Summa? I 
would not like to go further than this: if we would reject the 
testimony of the rubricator of the Bamberg MS Patr. 136, who 
wrote: Summa Magistri Stephani Cantuartensis Archiepis- 
copt, we must find other arguments, I think, than those offered 
by Dom Lottin. For myself I have great faith in the scribes 


of the early thirteenth century when they are neither Vic- 
torines nor Franciscans. Let me take a case in point: we 
have seven copies of Langton’s Commentaries on the Magna 
Glosatura, all of them anonymous, save that preserved in Salz- 
burg Stiftsbibliothek MS a. X, 19. If by chance all the manu- 
scripts of Langton’s Questiones—which quote them—had been 
lost (and more have perished than have survived), our only 
testimony to the authenticity of this very important work would 
be that of the thirteenth-century rubricator who copied the 
Salzburg MS a. X, 19, and his testimony is true. 


Grorce LacomBE. 
The Catholic University of America. 


THE QUESTIONES OF CARDINAL STEPHEN 
LANGTON (III) 


S we take up once more, after a year’s lapse, the problem 

of Langton’s Questiones, we wish to recall our statement 

that in publishing these notes we make no pretention of solving 

the question, but merely of indicating certain lines along which 

those interested may profitably push. Monsignor Pelzer, whose 

competence in this complicated matter of reportationes is 

supreme, shares our contention that only a collation of all the 

MSS containing Langton’s Questiones will bring order out of 

the chaos. We come today, however, with fresh material to 
complicate the problem. 

From an examination of the mere externals of the MS tradi- 
tion: quires, incipits, and sequence of questions, we had con- 
cluded that the Questiones of Langton had come down to us in 
three families: 


a) The group Paris, Bibl. nat. lat. 16385 (Sorbonne) ; 


Arras 965; Avranches 230; Rome, Vat. lat. 4297. 

b) The group Paris, Bibl. nat. lat. 14556 (St. Victor), and 
Chartres 430. 

ec) The MS Cambridge, St. John’s Col. 57, the most impor- 
tant of all, which seemed to fuse both traditions, or from which 
both the other traditions are derived. 

Despite Dom Lottin’s graceful retractation (Recherches de 
Theologie Ancienne et Médiévale, t. I, pp. 77) of his idea 
that the St. Victor MS contained, not Langton’s Questiones, 
but rather those of his school, despite the presence of almost 
the entire series of these St. Victor Questiones in the Cambridge 
MS, the problem of their authenticity has not been completely 
laid to rest. 

We propose therefore to show that this St. Victor MS, or 
rather its archetype, contains the report of Langton’s disputa- 
tiones, even suggesting the name of the reporter. This first 
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chapter is based on Dr. Landgraf’s study of the Summa of 
Geoffrey of Poitiers. Then we will give, in parallel columns, 
questiones from the St. Victor MS, and a series of excerpts 
from Langton’s Commentary on the Magna Glosatura; the 
two texts are identical to such a point that one might suppose 
the Questiones to be mere excerpts from the Gloss, but the 
latter furnishes a number of statements which prove that so 
simple a solution is not justifiable. It is a repetition of the 
problem raised by the Collecta ex Distinctionibus Prepositini 
and his Summa super Psalteritum. This second chapter is based 
on Lacombe’s discovery of the relations between the Com- 
mentary and the Questiones. 

Realizing how inconclusive is our evidence, and holding in 
our hands but a few clues to the mystery, we will endeavor, 
nevertheless, on the basis of these parallels, to sketch a theory of 
composition for the Questiones which will explain the variations 
of doctrine not accounted for by the editor’s hand—a work 
which has already been done by Dr. Gregory. The interposita 
of the Cambridge MS account for textual rather than doctrinal 
variations. 


I. 


The attribution of contemporary scribes and the citations of 
contemporary authors are the two classical means for estab- 
lishing the authenticity of texts. The longer the lapse of time 
between the author of a work and the source he quotes, the 
more prudent must the critic be who would utilize the informa- 
tion afforded. Rubricators and scribes have made errors. By 
so doing they have created some of the most delicate problems 
which torment the critic working in the field of early Scholasti- 
cism. But this must not make us hypercritical. If an author 
gives the opinion of his master, if he quotes him textually, not 
once but frequently, if we can identify these citations in the 


known works of a contemporary who could have been his teacher 
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there seems to be no reason to doubt the correctness of the identi- 
fication. 

Basing our study on two MSS: Paris, Bibl. nat. lat. 15747, 
and Bruges, Bibl. comm. 220, which contain the Summa of 
Geoffrey of Poitiers, we note frequent passages in which the 
author mentions his master, a person he holds in the highest 
esteem. 

The Histoire Littéraire de la France * attributes this Summa 
to Walter of Bruges, who was Bishop of Poitiers from 1279 till 
his death in 1307. Dom Lottin ? has remarked that this is in 
contradiction with the rubric of the second folio of the Paris 
MS: Incigit Summa Magistri Galfridi Pictavensi (sic), and, 
we may add, with the doctrinal content of the work, which can 
hardly be that of the middle of the thirteenth century, let alone 
that of the end. 

The following remarks reinforce this conclusion. 

Geoffrey had heard in person the lectures of the Master whose 
name is so frequently on his pen.* This rules out the possi- 
bility that this Master was Peter Lombard, quoted as Lum- 
bardus or Lombardus;* exceptionally we find: In Sententits ° 
or Magister in Sententiis.° The latter expression always means 
the Lombard, who in the Middle Ages was the Master par 
excellence. A simple comparison of the Sentences with this 
Summa shows that Geoffrey’s master is another person: 


Item queritur, utrum alius sit contemptus voluntatis et alius operis. 
Dicit magister in Sen[tentiis], quod idem est contemptus voluntatis et 
operis concomitantis. Sed obiicitur de illo, qui voluit peccare longe 
antequam et continuavit illam voluntatem actui. Constat, quod quam 


tT. XXV, pp. 310-313. 

2“TLes Premiers Linéaments du Traité de la Syndérése au Moyen Age,” 
Revue Neo-Scholastique, (1926), p. 441. 

® Paris, Bibl. nat. lat. 15747, f. 48v: A magistro audivi primam ques- 
tionem, sed nullam dedit solutionem. 

* Bruges, Bibl. comm. 220, f. 18v, 24v, 68, 68v, 76, 78v. 

5 Ibid. f. 16. 

Ibid. f. 12, 32, 128v. 
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cito voluit peceare, tam cito peccavit et tam cito habuit contemptum. 
Ille contemptus fuit ante actum. Ergo non venit ex actu. Sed con- 
stat, quod actus habuit contemptum, et non illum: ergo alium. Et 
ita alius est contemptus voluntatis, alius operis. Quod concedit magis- 
ter. Vel si volumus dicere cum Lumbardo, dicimus, quod ille contemptus 
surgit ex voluntate sola primo, sed aumentum surgit ex actu.’ 

We may argue then that Geoffrey’s master was a figure in 
the Schools, and an important one, some time during the fifty 
years which mark the turn of the twelfth century into the thir- 
teenth. Geoffrey speaks often enough of magistri,® magistri 
met,’ magistri nostri,*° and when he parts company with them, 
it is with a sine pretudicio melioris sententie;™ but there is a 
tone of deeper respect when he differs with him whom he calls 
Magister.” 

Geoffrey had used some text of the Master as the framework 
of his own Summa, appropriating everything with which he 


agreed, but scrupulously noting each time that he no longer 


shared his Master’s company. To what extent is the Summa 
merely the Master corrected and brought up to date? 

Who can this Magister be who played such a réle in Geoffrey’s 
intellectual life? First of all the formula magister,* or magis- 
ter meus,** or magister noster,*, is so personal that it forces us 
to rule out the theologians who are mentioned only in passing 
by Geoffrey. They are Prepositinus,*® Gilbert de la Porrée,”” 
Peter of Poitiers,** Magister Martinus,” the Chanter,”° Robert 


7 Ibid. f. 32. 

Ibid. f. 22v. 

® Ibid. f. 70v, 71v. 

1° Thid. f. 2v, 3, 10v, 1lv, 13v, etc. 

11 Toid. f. 5. 

13 Thid. f. Tv, 21. 

18 Thid. f. 3v, 4, 4v, ete. 

14 Ibid. f. 77¥: Utinam magister meus faceret ita sicut hic docebat. 

18 Thid. f. 5. 

16 Ibid. f. 2v, 4v, 6v, 11, 12, 12v, 15, ete. 

17 Tbid. f. 51, 53v, 54, 88v, and in the Paris MS, f. 94v. 

18 MS Bruges 220, f. 68v: Lumbardus, et sequaces eius, sicut Pictavensis 
et alii multi fuerunt in hac opinione quod cerimonialia non poterant fieri 
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de Courgon,” Pierre le Mangeur,”? Pierre de Corbeil,”* Gerard 
[de Bruxelles],** Magister Bertrandus,* Pierre le Breton,” 
the Chancellor.” Neither can Geoffrey’s master be Geoffrey, 
Archbishop of Tours,”* Maurice, Bishop of Paris,”® the Arch- 
bishop of Compostello,*° the Archbishop of Rheims,** Michael, 
Archbishop of Rouen,** nor St. Thomas of Canterbury,** for 
these names only appear in the chapters on casuistry, where 
the canonists quote the classical examples of the schools. Little 
chance is there either of knowing who was Geoffrey’s magister 
in artibus,** whom he mentions on one occasion. 

The only great theologians of the last quarter of the twelfth 
century who are not quoted are Robert of Melun, Radulphus 
Ardens, Simon of Tournay, Alan of Lille, Peter of Capua, and 
Stephen Langton. But a comparison of Geoffrey’s Summa 
with the works of these theologians shows that Stephen Langton 
is the only master whose writings need be considered. Between 
Geoffrey’s Summa and Langton’s Questiones, the relation is 
close and sustained. Let us take a passage so personal in char- 
acter that one would not dream of looking for a source, but 
which is, for all that, from Langton’s pen. Professor Powicke * 
has already published these lines from the Questiones as found 


ex caritate. Ibid. f. 111: Et in hac opinione fuit Prepositinus et Picta- 
vensis. Jbid. f. 113v, 188v. In the Paris MS, f. 48: Dicunt tamen, qui 
audierunt, quod Cancellarius Pictavensis consuetus erat dicere. ... 

1°MS of Bruges, f. 188v. Paris MS, f. 29v. 

2°MS of Bruges, f. 59, 60, 120, 125, 125v, 133v. Paris MS, f. 6lv. 

21 Quoted as Magister Robertus or Dominus Cardinalis, Paris MS, f. 6lv, 
62v; Bruges MS, f. 59, 60, 6lv, 70v, 116, 117. 

*2 Bruges MS, f. 21, 105v. 

23 Quoted as Senonensis in Bruges MS, f. 100v, and in Paris MS, f. 100v; 
as Corbulensis in Bruges MS, f. 99. 

** Bruges MS, f. 30, 62, 74, 79v, 106, 114. Paris MS, f. 44, 45, 48, 94. 

*° Bruges MS, f. 70v. Paris MS, f. 43. 

2° Bruges MS, f. 121. 51 Ibid. f. 60v. 

*7 Ibid. f. 51v, 109v. 52 Ibid. f. 60v. 

Thid. f. 126. $3 Ibid. f. 126. 

*° Thid. f. 130v. 54 f. 56v. 

° Thid. f. 5v. 85 Stephen Langton (Oxford, 1928), p. 140. 
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in the Cambridge, St. John’s College, MS 57, f. 341. Com- 
pare with this Geoffrey’s treatment of the question: Utrum 
papa possit dispensare cum laicis ne reddant decimas.*° 


Contra: Dominus papa dispensavit cum hospitalariis et templariis, 
qui laici sunt. Eadem ratione posset cum aliis laicis. 

Quantum possit Dominus papa, non diffinio, nam quis ante tempus 
Alexandri non dicit, quod uxor incognita a viro non posset se trans- 
ferre ad religionem invito marito? Et quis diceret Dominum papam 
in hoe posse dispensare, qui audiret in evangelio Dominum dicentem: 
quos Deus coniunxit, homo non separet? Sed facta decretali quilibet 


modo dicit, quod sic fieri potest. 


Unde bene credamus, quod hoe est 


divinitus revelatum. (Bruges MS, f. 71) 


Let us give another example of Geoffrey’s method: 


Geoffrey, Paris, Bibl. nat. ms. lat. 
15747, fol. 42 


Si veniale puniatur eternaliter. 
Ponatur, quod iste decessit cum 
peccato mortali et veniali. Iste 
punitur pro veniali. Ergo eternali- 
ter vel temporaliter. 
raliter : 


Si tempo- 
ergo finem habebit eius 
pena. Ergo dimittetur ei pecca- 
tum. Sed hoe non potest fieri sine 
gratia. Ergo habebit gratiam: 
quod est impossibile—Si dicat, 
quod eternaliter. Sed illo peccato 
non meruit penam eternam. Ergo 
iniuste agetur cum illo.—Preterea 
pena mortalis peccati est eterna, 
et illa eterna. Ergo altera(m) al- 
teri proportionalis. Si dicatur, 
quod sit subdupla: sed aliquod 
mortale est duplo minus ille mor- 
tali. Ergo pena illa duplo minor. 
Ergo est subdupla ad illam. Ergo 
est equalis pene veniali. 


Bruges MS, f. 70v. 


Langton, Paris, Bibl. nat., ms. lat. 
14556, fol. 259 


De veniali utrum puniatur in 
inferno.—Sit, quod aliquis decedat 
in mortali et veniali. Hoe pecca- 
tum veniale punietur aut non. Si 
contra: dicit auctoritas: 
nullum peccatum inpunitum. Ergo 
illud punietur. Si hoe est: ergo 
temporaliter vel eternaliter. Si 
temporaliter: ergo remittetur ali- 
quando.—Contra: nullum pecca- 
tum potest remitti sine caritate, et 
iste nunquam habebit caritatem. 
Ergo illud peccatum nunquam re- 
mittetur—Si eternaliter, contra: 
iste tantum temporaliter puniri 
[meruit]et pro hoc peccato eter- 
naliter punietur. Ergo iniuste 
agitur cum eo. Item, si eternali- 
ter: ergo aliqua pena. Illa erit 
proportionalis pene debite peccato 
mortali. Sit dupla ad illam. Idem 


non, 
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est enim, sive dupla dicatur, sive 
centupla. Sed aliquod peccatum 
est duplo minus illo, et sicut pecca- 
tum se habet ad peccatum, ita pena 
ad penam. Ergo duplo maiori 
pena punietur. Ergo punietur 
equaliter hoe veniali. Ergo erit 
equale huic veniali, cum secundum 
quantitatem infligatur quantitas 
pene. 


When Geoffrey expressly mentions his master, the identity of 
the two texts is still more apparent: 


Geoffrey (loc. cit.) 

Potest opponi: Magister dicit, 
quod revera aliqua pena infligitur 
pro veniali, et est eterna. Sed 
sicut punctus est inproportionalis 
linee, ita pena mortalis est inpro- 
portionalis pene veniali. ~ Nec 
mirum, si pro peccato veniali pu- 
nitur eternaliter propter adiunc- 
tionem mortalis, cum etiam mor- 
tale puniatur temporaliter propter 
adiunctionem caritatis. 

Sed obicitur: premium eternum 
non decrescit propter quodlibet 
veniale. Ergo propter quantalibet 
venialia. Ergo eadem ratione pena 
eterna non erescit propter quan- 
talibet venialia. 

Ad hoe dicit magister, quod non 
est simile, quia veniale auget con- 
temptum, secundum quem pena 
mensuratur. Sed veniale non di- 
minuit caritatem, secundum quam 
peceatum attenditur. 


Langton (loc. cit.) 


Sicut adiunctio 
caritatis facit, ut peccatum mor- 
tale puniatur temporaliter, quod 
alias puniretur eternaliter, ita se- 
cundum iustitiam Dei ex adiunc- 
tione peccati mortalis peccatum 
veniale punitur eternaliter. Sicut, 
si quis commisit venalia et peni- 
tuit de illis et postmodum commit- 
tat alia, beneficio tamen caritatis 
priora non redeunt, sed ex adiunc- 
tione peccati mortalis redeant. Ita 
et in premisso casu: quidam facit 
mortale, quod alias non fieret. 
Dicimus etiam, quod sicut nulla 
est proportio linee ad punctum, ita 
nulla est proportio pene debite 
mortali ad penam debitam veniali 
ratione dicta in opponendo. Dici- 
mus etiam, quod ex adiunctione 
venialis et mortalis auget con- 
temptum et ita decrescit meritum; 
caritas vero non crescit et ita non 
crescit meritum. 


Respondemus: 


Particular note must be made of the fact that it is the manu- 
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script tradition of the Questiones in the Paris MS Bibl. nat. lat. 
14556 (St. Victor’s), and not that of the family represented by 
the MS Bibl. nat. lat. 16385 (Sorbonne’s), which Geoffrey has 
used as the basis of his work. The identity with the first group 
is textual, the differences with the latter are both material and 
formal. 

Without doubt there is always the abstract possibility that 
Geoffrey’s Summa and Langton’s Questiones have a common 
source, either the writings of some unknown theologian, or some 
previous work of Langton. The rather intensive study to which 
the Archbishop’s writings have been subjected of late years 
has shown him to be an author with a personal touch, far less 
given to plagiarism than his contemporaries. On the other 
hand, who could be this great unknown genius who would have 
exercised on Langton and Geoffrey alike an influence which 
makes us think of St. Thomas ? 

As for Pelster’s ** suggestion that a common source for the 
Summa and Questiones might be found in some other of the 
Archbishop’s works, we refer the reader to the second chapter of 
this article, where Lacombe points out the relations between 
Langton’s Questiones and his Commentary on the Magna 
Glosatura. With the exception of this work, the Questiones 
have nothing in common with anything of Langton’s literary 
remains, but when these two texts meet, the identity is complete. 
A little reflection will lead the reader of our second chapter to 
a stronger conviction that both these works, Commentary and 
Questiones, are Langtonian, emanating from the classroom of 
the Master, without any literary source. 

The identification of Geoffrey’s master with Langton per- 
mits us to put two questions: 

Are all of the Questiones in the Paris MS Bibl. nat. lat. 
14556 authentically Langtonian? 


87 Scholastik II (Freiburg im Br., 1927), 625. 
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Does Geoffrey attribute to his master questiones which have 
not been preserved in any of the known Langton collections? 

Since the Questiones in the Paris MS Bibl. nat. lat. 14556 
are found almost in their entirety in the Cambridge MS, though 


in different order, since it is this text which serves as the basis 
of Geoffrey’s Summa, and it is likewise the text of the ques- 


tiones which Lacombe found embodied in Langton’s com- 
mentary on the Magna Glosatura, there can be no doubt about 
the authenticity of the collection as a whole. In view, how- 
ever, of our theory touching the origin of these series of ques- 
tiones,—single units grouped in quires by the whim of a 
scribe—we can see the possibility of unauthentic questions slip- 
ping into these collections. Let us examine an example in 


point: the treatment of synderesis, a text already published by 


Dom Lottin.** 


Paris, Bibl. nat. ms. lat. 14556, 
fol. 


Jeronymus dicit, quod in nullo 
vivente extincta est sinderesis, nec 
etiam in Chaym, sed in diabolo et 
dampnatis est extincta. Et est 
quedam vis, qua homo naturaliter 
detestatur malum, et est pars vis 
rationalis——Contra: substantiale 
est sinderesi esse. Ergo manente 
subiecto manet; ergo est in dia- 
bolo et dampnatis. Non ergo ex- 
tinguitur. 


Then the two texts continue: 


ms. lat. 14556, fol. 251 


Solutio: Accidentale est sin- 
deresi persuadere bonum. Unde 
tune, quando non facit hoe, dicitur 


°8 Les Premiers Linéaments, p. 434. 


Geoffrey, Paris, Bibl. nat. ms. lat. 
15747, fol. 38v 


Synderesis est vis anime, que de- 
testatur malum et in nullo extincta 
est. Dicit Jeronymus: nee etiam 
in Chaym. Sed in dampnatis et in 
diabolo extincta est.—Contra: 
Synderesis est substantialis anime. 
Ergo manente anima non potest 
non esse. Ergo est in diabolo et 
in dampnatis. 


Geoffrey (loc. cit.) 
Solutio: Dicit magister, quod 
accidentale est sinderesi persuadere 
bonum. Et quando non facit hoe, 


Dom Lottin had remarked the 


resemblance between those two texts ibid. p. 438. 
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ms. lat. 14556, fol. 2517 
extingui; in dampnatis ergo est sie 
extincta sicut candela et licet sit 
extincta (?).—Contra: In beata 
virgine fomes peccati non fuit post 
conceptionem Domini; ergo a 
simili sinderesis non est in damp- 


nato post dampnationem. 
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Geoffrey (loc. cit.) 

dicitur extingui ut in dampnatis. 
Et ita extincta est sicut candela 
extinguitur, quando non lucet et 
tamen remanet.—Contra: In glo- 
riosa virgine post conceptionem 
non remansit fomes. Ergo a 
simili in dampnatis non remanet 
sinderesis, cum sit extincta in illis, 
sicut fomes in virgine. 


Geoffrey attributes the passage quoted to his master; we 
find the same text in the Questiones of Langton, hence the 


master seems to be Langton. 


A continuation of the parallel 


passages brings a difficulty to light: 


ms. lat. 14556, fol. 251¥ 


Dicit magister, quod ad esse 
peceati non exigitur discretio, sed 
sufficit genus operis; sed ad esse 
meriti exigitur discretio, id est 
liberum arbitrium. Et ideo motus 
sinderesis non est meritorius, quia 
non est ex libero arbitrio. .. . 
... Solutio ad ultimum primo: 
Magister dicit, quod sinderesis at- 
tenditur in genere et bonum per- 
suadet et malum dissuadet in gen- 
ere, non descendendo ad specialia. 
Unde quod conscientia remordet 
eum de fornicatione, potius est ex 
errore rationis quam ex sinderesi. 

Et tune dicitur precipitari sin- 
deresis quando opus quod dis- 
suadet in genere, fit. Similiter 
dico, quod sinderesis non detesta- 
tur malum principaliter, sed inci- 
tat ad bonum. Sed ratio hoe effi- 
cit, quia peccat, si negligenter 
agat. Dicitur ergo errata corri- 


Geoffrey (loc. cit.) 


Solutio: Ad hoe respondet 
magister, quod tantum singularia 
meritoria sunt vel demeritoria. 
Unde tantum ille vires, que at- 
tenduntur circa singularia, sunt 
meritorie vel demeritorie. Sed 
sinderesis non attendit singularia, 
timo tantum generalia: persuadet 
enim bonum in genere, numquam 
descendendo ad singularia.... 
Dicit magister, quod numquam er- 
rata corrigit, ut proprie loquamur, 
sed dicitur errata corrigere, quia 
persuadet bonum in genere. .. . 

Ad hoc magister: illa remorsio 
conscientie non est ex sinderesi, 


| | 
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gere quia movet ad bonum et imo ex errore rationis: ratio enim 
[...] remordet  conscientiam 
hominis. Ad aliud de dono sapien- 


tie non respondeo ad presens. 


redarguit illum, quia non fecit, 
quod sibi videtur rectum fuisse. 


Ipse etiam magister dicit expo- 
nendo locum illum et alium locum 
Regum, quod talis sompnus, in quo 
sancti mereantur, extasis est, et 
ibi vigilat sinderesis. 

The texts from Geoffrey’s Summa and from Langton’s questio 
both quote the master. It seems logical that in this case it 
cannot refer to Langton, for if the master to whom Geoffrey 
refers is Langton, who is the Magister mentioned in the questio? 
Lang n cannot refer to himself. This has also puzzled Profes- 
sor Powicke. At any rate this seems a good example of a pos- 


mnauthentic questto. 


Anower would be the questio on the difference between 


macula and reatus. 


Paris, Bibl. nat. ms. lat. 14556, 
fol. 247 


De differentia macule et reatus.— 
Ponatur, quod iste fornicetur. Iste 
est reus pene eterne. Queritur 
ergo, quid sit iste reatus, utrum 
macula anime vel aliud. Quod non 
_ sit macula, sic probatur: Pona- 
tur, quod conteratur ab illa forni- 
eatione et postea cadit in homici- 
dium. Et dicam, quod peccata 
redeunt. Aut redit macula pre- 
cedens fornicationis aut non, quia 
constat, quod reatus [non] redit 
nisi propter homicidium. Ergo 
hoe homicidium maculat animam 
macula fornicationis. Eadem ra- 
tione, si plura commisisset pec- 
eata prius. Hee actio non dirigi- 
tur nisi [. . .] hoc homicidium et 


Geoffrey (Paris, Bibl. nat. ms. lat. 
15747, fol. 40) 


An reatus et macula sint tidem.— 
(fol. 41) Ponatur, quod iste faciat 
homicidium et sic redeant omnia 
alia mortalia in illo. Reatus for- 
nicationis redit in isto: aut macula 
redit, aut non. Si non: ergo 
reatus non est macula. Si redit: 
ergo ille per homicidium maculat 
animam fornicatione. Eadem ra- 
tione omnibus aliis vitiis. 

Contra: Non dirigitur eius 
anima nisi in homicidium. Ergo 
non maculatur eius anima nisi in 
homicidio. 

Item pro reatu ille est dignus 
pena eterna. Similiter pro ma- 
cula. Ergo magis pro utroque 
quam pro altero tantum. 
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nulla actio est nisi hee in isto. Et 
ita(tantum)macula homicidii est 
tantum in isto. Et ita videtur, 
quod macula non sit reatus. 

Contra: Propter reatum huius 
fornicationis aliquantulum dignus 
pena eterna. Ergo propter illa 
duo est magis dignus pena eterna 
quam pro altero tantum. 

Quod non videtur, quia quando- 
cumque est reus, est dignus pena 
eterna et econverso. Non ergo 
magis dignus pro reatu et macula 
quam pro reatu tantum. 

Solutio: Dicit magister, quod Dicimus, quod reatus quasi vin- 
aliud est reatus. Sicut si aliquis culum, quo anima ligatur, macula 
stricte ligatur vineulo, in eo sunt * quasi livor.” 
duo, vinculum et livor.... 


The questo, in the Paris MS Bibl. nat. lat. 14556, puts the 


solutio in the master’s mouth; Geoffrey seems to give it as his 
own, as he does invariably when he is not in disagreement with 
his master. Here there is the same opposition between Geof- 
frey’s master and Langton’s master, and a doubt about the Lang- 
tonian authenticity of this questio.® 

We must note, however, before giving another explanation of 
this difficulty, that an independent text: Langton’s Questiones 
in the MS Vat. lat. 4297,*° gives very much the same turn to the 
responsio: “ Responsio: Diversa sunt reatus et macula; 
macula enim ex sola actione deformata maculante; reatus est 
obligatio ad penam. Macula ergo est deformitas anime, reatus 


*° This proves the distinction between the Magister and the Respondens 
in the questiones of Langton, but we could verify this distinction with 
certainty only in Paris Bibl. nat. ms. lat. 14556, which F. Pelster would 
not use in his article: “ Literargeschichtliches zur Pariser theologischen 
Schule aus den Jahren 1230 bis 1256,” Scholastik V (1930), 59. 

4° On. 101, f. 8lv. 
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obnoxietas pene. Ita Magister... ”** These words: Ita 
Magister, are an invitation to abandon our suspicion of the 
authenticity of this collection in the MS Paris. Bibl. nat. lat. 
14556. Indeed we have done so long ago, as we believe that 
these Questiones represent the report of the bachelor who took 
the notes of Langton’s class exercises. This results from the 
frequent appeal to the Magister, and from the character of the 
redaction, which gives the impression of the classroom rather 
than the study. 

Since this report is the text utilized by Geoffrey of Poitiers 
as the basis of his Swmma, and since the Magister of the Ques- 
tiones becomes under Geoffrey’s pen Magister meus, Magister 
noster, it becomes quite plausible to look on Geoffrey as the 
very bachelor who is responsible for the text of the Questiones 
in the MS Bibl. nat. lat. 14556. From the same appeal to the 
Magister in the Commentary on the Magna Glosatura Lacombe 
offers the suggestion that Geoffrey reported Langton’s lectures 
as well as his disputes, which must necessarily be the case, in 
view of the close connection between the two school exercises. 
At any rate we can see how Geoffrey had Langton’s notes in his 
possession, and why he utilized him with a sort of proprietor- 
ship. Dr. Little has collected quite a number of texts from 
Salimbene and other Franciscan sources to illustrate this cus- 
tom of utilizing a distinguished master’s notes; Dr. Smalley 
will give them when publishing her researches on Langton’s 
gloss on the Minor Prophets. After all this is a custom still 
prevalent enough, to judge by the experience of our own stu- 
dent days. 

We feel that we must renounce any attempt at a solution of 
the second problem: Does Geoffrey quote questions of Langton 
which have not come down to us in the manuscript tradition? 
because neither of us have been able to consult the Cambridge 


“1Landgraf does not think it impossible that the Magister mentioned 
here in Vat. MS lat. 4297 is Peter Lombard. 
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MS, which is by far the most complete. Again if Geoffrey 
were the reporter of the Commentary on the Magna Glosatura, 
he would have at his disposal the very extensive theological 
material which is embedded in this gloss, and this we are not 
yet in a position to identify. Nor have we that intimate knowl- 
edge of the text of the St. Victor Questiones which recognizes 
passages and ideas even when they are not grouped under their 
proper rubric. We have long learned to beware of loca com- 
munia. 

We hope, however, that Dr. Gregory, who is preparing an 
edition of Langton’s Questiones for the Bibliotheque Thomiste, 
will find time to compare her text with the Summa of Geoffrey 
and give us a definite answer to the problem.*? 

One thing is clear however: in spite of Geoffrey’s utiliza- 
tion of a text seemingly identical to the St. Victor Questiones, 
it is evident that this text was not the definite edition published 
hy Langton—a point we had hoped to prove.** On the con- 
trary, everything goes to show that Geoffrey utilized a mere 
classroom report—a better text than that preserved by the St. 
Victor MS, whose faults may be due to the scribe and not to 


the reporter—but an unedited report for all that. In the estab- 


lishment of the text of the Questiones it can only help us where 
a scribe’s error has escaped the eagle eye of the editor of the 
Cambridge MS and of his five correctors. 

On the other hand, this report must have been fairly widely 
distributed, and have enjoyed a certain esteem. It was known 
to Gui d’Orchelles,** it is found in the two different sections 


42 Cf. also Pelster, Scholastik I (1930), 125. 

“0. Lottin makes the following remark on this point: “ Pourrait-ou, 
a cet effet, suggérer aux éditeurs de notes soigeneusement dans la Summa 
de Godefroid de Poitiers les passages od celui-ci cite son ‘ magister’ et de 
rechercher ces textes visés dans les Questiones langtoniennes; on pourrait 
sans doute corulure que ces textes ne sont pas de simples reportationes, 
mais des rédactions du ‘magister’ lui-méme.” Recherches de Théologie 
ancienne et médievale, IT (1929), 99. 

44 Lottin, Recherches de Théologie ancienne et médievale, I (Janvier, 
1929), 77. 


George Lacombe, Artur Landgraf 129 


of Chartres MS 430, and is the backbone of the last three books 
of the Cambridge arrangement of the Questiones in Summa 
form. ‘Taken all in all, this report is the most surely authenti- 
cated of the Langton collections. 

If the St. Victor MS, however, is of little use to establish 
the text of the Questiones, the parallel passages which may be 
found in Langton’s gloss on the Magna Glosatura will, to judge 
by the specimens we publish, render precious service. 


II. 


Landgraf and Lacombe discovered Langton’s Commentary on 


the Magna Glosatura almost simultaneously. This gloss begin- 
ning: Sicut Veteris Testamenti series wm tres ordines, had 
been known to Denifle “’ in four MSS: Salzburg, Peterstift, 
A. XI-7; Paris, Bibl. nat. lat. 14448; Mazarine 269; Flor- 
ence, Laur. Plut. XI, d. 6; we add: Salzburg Peterstift 
A. X-19 and Cambridge Univ. Library, Ii, IV-23; all of 
them anonymous, hence he did not identify the author. Denifle 
also noted that the MSS contained different recensions, a fact 
already known to mediaeval scribes, who had apparently col- 
lated a text with that of the Paris Bibl. nat. lat. 14443, for 
we find it very frequently interspersed with vacat. In the 
sections which we give, the variants of the Paris MS Bibl. nat. 
lat. 14443 and the Florence MS are quite striking. 

Landgraf first identified the gloss from the rubric on f. 1 of 
the Salzburg MS, Peterstift Library, A. X-19: Super Aposto- 
lum S. Kantuariensis Archiepiscom. At the same time La- 
combe, who had found still another anonymous copy in the 
margins of the Mazarine MS 268, was examining the Bibl. nat. 
lat. 14443. This he believed to contain Langton’s lost com- 
mentary on the Epistles of St. Paul, not so much because it 
was bound together with Langton on the Canonical Epistles, 


‘5 Denifle, H., Die Abendlaendischen Schriftausleger bis Luther... 
(Mainz, 1905), p. 94. 
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but because of a series of marginal notes, which, when listed, 
gave a collection of question titles closely resembling the Ques- 
tiones of the Archbishop.** <A reading of that MS justified the 
rubric found at Salzburg: Super A postolum 8. Kantuariensis 
Archiepiscopi, for the references to a commentary on the Pau- 
line Epistles found in the Questiones of Langton several years 
ago “' were verified in the Paris MS Bibl. nat. lat. 14443, after 
certain difficulties. There could be no doubt of the authenticity 
of this work. 

Here then was a work which might well throw light on the 
relations between the lectio and the disputatio. Mandonnet “ 
had contended that the lack of any logical order in those hetero- 
geneous collections called Questiones was due to the nature of 
university instruction during the twelfth century, when doc- 
trinal problems were treated in the order suggested by the Sacred 
Text and not in any logical sequence furnished by an organ- 
ized body of doctrine, such as the Sentences of the Lombard. 

The Fathers of Quaracchi in the Prolegomena to their edi- 
tion of the IV Libri Sententiarwm of Peter Lombard, had 
noted *® the theological questions which were found in the 
Magna Glosatura but drew no conclusion from the fact. Man- 
donnet’s hypothesis remained an hypothesis, because the great 
mass of twelfth century commentaries is moral in character, 
and because those masters, like Prepositinus, Simon of Tournai, 
and Odo of Soissons, who have given us examples of this par- 
ticular type of Questions, have none of them left scriptural 
exegesis of a nature to justify Mandonnet’s idea. 

Lacombe looked on this gloss of Langton as an excellent means 
to test the solidity of this attractive theory. Did any of these 


4° The Salzburg, Peterstift MS, A. X-19, has the same sort of rubrics in 
the margins. 

47 A. Landgraf, “Echtheitsfragen bei Stephan von Langton,” Philoso- 
phisches Jahrbuch, 40, (1927), 307. 

48 §. Thomae Aquinatis Questiones disputatae (Paris, 1925), pp. 5-7. 

4° Petri Lombardi Libri IV Sententiarum, tomus I (Quaracchi, 1916), 
XXVIi-xxix. 
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marginalia on the pages of the Bibl. nat. MS lat. 14443 point 
to passages having affinity with Langton’s Questiones? We 
cannot say what result a detailed examination of the two works 
will give, for Lacombe has been obliged to abandon his work 
temporarily, but the relations are very close. We will give in 
parallel columns three questiones from the St. Victor MS: 
Utrum Christus sit caput Ecclesie; De hoc verbo: Coarcor 
ex duobus; De suffragiis; and the similar passages from the 
Commentary in the Paris MS Bibl. nat. lat. 14448, with vari- 
ants from the Florence MS Laurentian, Plut. XI. d. 6, and 


from the Mazarine MS 269 for the first question. 


MS Bibl. nat. lat. 14556, f. 238¢ 
(Langton’s Questiones) 


Utrum Christus sit caput Ecclesie. 

Ecclesia dicitur ab Abel in- 
cepisse. 
ab Adam, quia primo fuit iustus? 
Dicimus quod ideo quia sicut dici- 


Sed quare pocius quam 


tur super illum locum: Verwmta- 
men precium meum cogitaverunt 
repellere, due sunt civitates: una 
malorum, que incipit ab Caym, et 
altera bonorum, que incipit ab 
Abel. Sed quare pocius ab Abel 
quam Adam? Ideo scilicet, quia, si 
ab Adam, quandoque esse desiisset, 
scilicet quando Adam _ peccavit; 
sed Eeclesia, ex quo incepit, non 
desiit esse, nec desinet; ex quo 
enim Abel fuit, semper fuerunt 
boni. 


MS Bibl. nat. lat. 14443, f. 381¢ 
(Langton’s Commentary on the 
Lombard’s Magna Glosatura) 
Sic universo populo omnium 
sanctorum tanquam uni corpori 
capud est homo Christus quos 
omnes ab Abel usque ad ultimum 
iustum sapientia Dei illwminat. 
Quia omnes explicite credebant 
eum futurum 
humanitatem.? 


caput secundum 
Sed quare pocius 
dicit ab Abel quam ab Adam qui 
precessit et bonus fuit? Dicimus 
auod ideo dicit “ab Abel”, quia, 
ut dicitur super iiium locum 
Psalmi: Verumtamen  precium 
meum cogitaverunt repellere, due 
sunt civitates: una malorum, que 
cepit a Chaim, et altera bonorum, 
scilicet Eeclesia,? que cepit ab 
Abel. Sed quare pocius incepit 
Keclesia ab Abel quam ab Adam? 


Ideo scilicet quia, si ab Adam, quan- 


P= Paris, Bibl. nat. lat. 14443; M—Mazarine 269, ff. 98-99; F 
Florence, Laurentian Library, Plut. XI, d. 6, f. 69. 


1. Quia usque humanitatem om MF .—2. Scilicet Ecclesia om F. 
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Sed cum Adam fuerit malus, 
quare mala civitas non incepit ab 
eo? Ideo scilicet quia non repro- 
bus, sed (sic) finaliter malus sicut 
Item cum Christus 
na- 


Caym fuit. 
secundum utram[que] sui 
turam sit capud Ececlesie, et se- 
ecundum quod homo illud capud 
habeat videtur etiam 
similiter quod secundum quod Deus 
habeat membra; quod si est, ergo 
secundum quod Deus patitur in 

unde dicit per Mala- 
Si configit homo Deum 


membra, 


membris; 
chiam: 
suum, quia, vos me configitis. 

Ad hoe notandum quod hoe 
nomen “ capud ” tripliciter dicitur 
de Christo; nam proprie secun- 
dum quod Deus dicitur capud Ec- 
elesie, id est principium eius sive 
auctor, secundum quod principes 
capita ipsorum (sic) dicuntur; et 
sequitur: 
Christus sive tota Trinitas est ca- 
pud Ecclesie, ergo illud capud 


secundum quod non 
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doque desiisset esse, scilicet quando 
Adam peccavit; sed Heclesia, ex 
quo incepit esse, nec desiit nec 
desinet esse; ex quo enim Abel 
fuit, semper fuerunt aliqui boni. 
Et nota quod Abel pastor fuit, 
virgo, et martir, que tria, scilicet 
prelatio, virginitas, et martirium, 
precipue in Ecclesia sunt privi- 
legiata, que ideo recte ab Abel 
incepit. Preterea Abel omnibus 
iustis prior obiit.® 

Sed cum Adam fuerit malus, 
quare mala civitas non incepit esse 
ab eo pocius quam a Chaim? Ideo 
scilicet quia, licet fuerit malus, non 
tamen reprobus nec finaliter malus 
sicut Chaim. Sed cum Christus 
secundum utramque naturam sit 
caput Eeclesie, et secundum quod 
homo illud caput habeat menbra, 
videtur * similiter quod et secun- 
dum quod Deus; quod si est, ergo 
secundum quod Deus patitur in 
menbris; unde dicit® per Mala- 
chiam: Si® confingit’ homo Deum 
suum, quia® vos me configistis. 
Ad hoe notandum quod hoe nomen 
“eaput” tripliciter dicitur de 
Christo; nam proprie secundum 
quod Deus dicitur capud Ecclesie 
id est principium eius sive auctor, 
secundum quod et principes capita 
populorum esse dicuntur; et se- 
eundum hoe non ® sequitur: Chris- 
tus sive tota Trinitas est capud 
Ecclesie, ergo istud caput habet 
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habet membra: Item alio modo, 
secundum quod Deus valde im- 
proprie dicitur esse capud Ecclesie 
per figuram que dicitur antropos- 
phatos, et secundum hoc habet 
membra, id est fideles, et dicitur 
pati in illis scilicet per predictam 
figuram. Et in hiis duabus signi- 
ficationibus hoe nomen “ capud ” 
copulat divinam essentiam, immo 
supponit; et secundum hoc per 
“capud” nen 
potest Christus demonstrari, sed 
Item tercio modo 


hune terminum 
divina essentia. 

dicitur hoe nomen “capud” de 
Christo methaphorice, in quantum 
est homo, hae scilicet methaphora 
quia sicut in capite sunt omnes 
sensus, et est eiusdem nature cum 
eorpore suo, ita Ecclesia scilicet. 


Et secundum hane methaphoram 
habet membra, id est fideles, et 
secundum hoe nomen “ capud” 
supponit Christum, et per hune 
“hoe capud” potest 
capud (sic) demonstrari. 

Pater est capud 
secundum quod 
sicut dicit 


terminum 


Item Deus 
Christi, etiam 
Christus est Deus, 
Glosa super illum locum prime ad 
Chorinthios: Volo vos scire quod 
omnis virt capud est Christus, 
capud autem mulieris vir, capud 
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menbra. Item alio modo ?° secun- 
dum quod Deus dicitur caput valde 
inproprie, scilicet per figuram an- 
tropospatos, et secundum hoc ha- 
bet menbra, scilicet fideles, et dici- 
tur pati in illis’! per predictam 
figuram. Et in}? hiis duabus sig- 
nificationibus hoe nomen “ caput ” 
supponit divinam essentiam; unde 
secundum hoe per hune terminum 
“hoe caput” non potest Christus 
demonstrari sed divina essentia.'3 
Item tercio modo1* hoe nomen 
“caput ” dicitur de Christo metha- 
phorice,!®> in quantum est homo, 
hae scilicet methaphora, quia 
sicut 17 in capite sunt omnes sen- 
sus, et est eiusdem nature cum 
corpore, ita in Christo sunt omnes 
sensus spirituales et est eiusdem 
nature cum corpore,!® scilicet eum 
Ecclesia; et secundum hoc habet 
methaphorice menbra, scilicet fide- 
les, et supponit secundum hoc 
istud nomen “caput” Christum; 
unde per hune terminum “hoe 


caput” potest Christus demon- 
strari. 

Item Deus Pater est capud 
Christi, etiam secundum quod 
Christus est Deus, sicut dicit 


G[losa] super illum locum Prime 
ad Corinthios: Volo vos scire quod 
omnis viri capud Christus est, 
caput autem mulieris vir, caput 
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autem Christi Deus. Ibi dicit 
Glosa: Capud Christi Deus Pater, 
quia ab ipso genitus est. Dignum 
est ergo, ut Filii capud Pater dica- 
tur quia genitor eius est. Item 
secundum hoe quod Christus fuit 
capud universo populo omnium 
sanctorum, sicut dicit Glosa super 
Epistolam ad Colocenses, ergo 
secundum hoe fuit capud ipsius 
Abel quando Abel erat. 


Sed post fuit quando non erat, 
ergo membrum precessit capud. 
Item videtur, quod sicut Christus 
fuit predestinatus antequam esset 
homo, tantum hoe nomen “ homo 
predestinatus ” dicitur de Christo 
secundum quod homo. Sie hoe 
nomen “ capud ”. 

Ita videtur, quod Christus fuerit 
capud Abel quando Abel erat, non 
tamen Christus erat tune homo. 


Sed non est simile, quia hee dic- 
tio “ predestinatus ” ratione huius 
dictionis “pre” notat quandam 
precessionem. Preterea hee dictio 
“ predestinatus” potest esse par- 
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vero Christi Deus. Ibi enim dicit 
G[losa]: Caput Christi est Deus 
Pater, quia ab ipso genitus est. 
Dignum ergo est ut Filii caput 
Pater dicatur, quasi genitor eius. 
Sed cum Christus secundum quod 
homo fuerit caput universo populo 
omnium sanctorum, sicut hie dicit 
G[losa], ergo secundum quod homo 
fuit caput ipsius Abel; ergo 
quando Abel erat, aut quando non 
erat. Si quando Abel erat, simus 
in illo tempore: Filius Dei secun- 
dum quod homo est caput Abel, 
ergo Filius Dei est homo, quia hoe 
nomen “caput” presentialiter pre- 
dicat aliquid creatum de Filio Dei. 
Ergo secundum hance significa- 
tionem, si?® Filius Dei est caput, 
ipse est homo, sed non est homo, 
ergo nec 2° caput. Si vero Chris- 
tus non fuit caput Abel quando 
Abel erat, sed post, ergo menbrum 
precessit caput.?? 

Item videtur quod Christus fuit 
caput Abel quando Abel erat, non 
tamen tune homo, sicut tune erat 
predestinatus, non tamen homo. 
Et tamen hee dictio “ predestina- 
tus” dicitur de Christo secundum 
quod est homo, sicut hoe nomen 
“caput”; sed non est simile, quia 
hee dictio “ predestinatus ” 2? ra- 
tione huius prepositionis “ pre” 
notat quandam precessionem. Pre- 
terea hee dictio “ predestinatus ” 
potest esse participium, et secun- 
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ticipium et secundum hoc nichil 
copulat; vel potest esse nomen et 
secundum hoe copulat, et secun- 
dum hoe sicut Christus non fuit 
eapud antequam esset homo, ita 
Ergo Abel 
fuit antequam Christus secundum 
quod homo esset capud, et ita 
membrum precessit capud, sicut in 
partu quandoque prius apparent 
membra quam capud. Sed cum 
adhuce hee sit vera: Filius Dei est 
eapud Abel, et oporteat quod 
Filius sit homo, sumpto hoe nomine 
“ecapud” secundum quod dicitur 
de Christo secundum quod homo, 


non fuit predestinatus. 


quare non oporteat similiter quod 
Abel sit? Ideo scilicet quia capud 
et membra sunt correlativa, unde 
oportet quod hoe nomen “ capud ” 
supponat aliquid, et copulet suum 
accidens respectu corporis sui sci- 
licet Eeclesie; et sicut ad hoe quod 
capud humanum sit, oportet quod 
corpus eius sit, et ideo (sic) tamen 
quod omnia membra corporis, ita 
et de capite et corpore spirituali; 
non enim [oportet] quod omnia 
membra corporalis (sic) spiritualis 
sint. Dicitur autem Christus se- 
cundum quod homo capud Abel 
quia scilicet per fidem humanitatis 
quam Abel habuit est salvatus. 
Item Christus est capud sui, 
quia secundum quod Deus est ca- 
pud sui hominis, ergo est capud 
suum, ergo est suum membrum; 
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dum hoe nichil copulat, vel potest 
esse nomen, et secundum hoc 2% 
copulat, et secundum hoc sicut 
Christus non ** fuit caput ante- 
quam esset homo, sic nec predesti- 
natus. Fuit ergo Abel antequam 
Christus secundum quod homo 
esset capud, et ita menbrum pre- 
cessit caput, sicut in partu quan- 
doque prius apparent menbra 
Sed cum ad hoe 
quod hee sit vera: “ Filius Dei est 
caput Abel” oporteat quod Filius 
Dei sit homo sumpto hoe nomine 
“caput” secundum quod dicitur 
de Christo homine, quare non simi- 
liter oportet quod Abel sit? Ideo 
scilicet quia caput et corpus sunt 
correlativa. Unde oportet quod hoe 
nomen “ caput ” aliquid supponat, 


quam caput. 


et copulet suum?> accidens re- 
spectu corporis sui scilicet Ee- 
clesie; et sicut ad hoe quod caput 
humanum sit oportet quod corpus 
eius sit, non 2° quod omnia menbra 
corporis, ita et de capite et cor- 
pore spirituali; non enim 2? opor- 
tet quod 28 omnia menbra corporis 
spiritualis sint. Dicitur autem 
Christus secundum quod homo 
eaput Abel ideo quia per fidem 
humanitatis quam Abel habuit est 
salvatus. 

Item Christus est caput sui, 
quia ?® secundum quod Deus est 
caput sui hominis, ergo est caput 
sui, ergo est caput suum, ergo est 
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unde in Epistola ad Corinthios: 
Vos estis membra de membro; ergo 
Christus est membrum, ergo ali- 
cuius corporis, 


scilicet capitis, scilicet Ecclesie. 
Sed nota quod sicut in humano 
corpore dissimiliter hoe nomen 
“corpus ”, quia quandoque dicitur 
residuum a capite, et secundum 
hoe aliud est corpus et aliud est 
capud; et quandoque dicitur cor- 
pus totale, constans ex corpore et 
capite et residuo, et secundum hoe 
apud est membrorum totius cor- 
poris, ita dupliciter sumitur cor- 
pus spirituale, quia quandoque 
corpus dicitur Ecclesia, constans 
ex omnibus fidelibus aliis a Christo, 
et secundum hoe Christus mem- 
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suum menbrum; unde in Prima ad 
Corinthios: Vos estis menbra 
|| 382 de menbro; ergo Christus est 
menbrum; ergo alicuius corporis; 
sed tam corpus quam menbrum 
est °° minus dignum e¢apite suo; 
sed Christus non est caput ** ali- 
cuius corporis nisi secundum quod 
homo, ergo secundum quod homo 
est minus dignus se homine, quod 
falsum est. Bene concedimus quod 
Christus est caput sui et caput 
suum, et est menbrum, sicut dicit 
Apostolus, sed non est menbrum 
suum nee menbrum alicuius capitis 
sed corporis scilicet Eeclesie. 

Sed notandum quod sicut in hu- 
mano corpore dissimiliter accipi- 
tur hoe nomen “corpus”, quia 
quandoque dicitur corpus residuum 
a capite, et 5? secundum hoe aliud 
est corpus et aliud caput; et quan- 
doque dicitur corpus totale, con- 
stans a capite et residuo, et secun- 
dum hoe caput est menbrum totalis 
corporis; ita dupliciter ** accipitur 
corpus spirituale, quia quandoque 
dicitur corpus Ecclesia constans ex 
omnibus fidelibus aliis a Christo, 
et secundum hoe aliud est corpus; 
seilicet Ecclesia, et aliud caput 
scilicet Christus, nee est Christus 
secundum hoe menbrum illius cor- 
poris; quandoque vero dicitur cor- 
pus *4 Ecclesia totalis constans ex 
Christo et omnibus fidelibus,** et 


secundum hoe Christus est men- 
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brum Ecclesie, unde illud: Vos 
estis membrum de membro. Et 
secundum hoe Christus secundum 
quod homo non est capud huius 
corporis sed tantum membrum. 

Item omne sacramentum in quan- 
tum sacramentum est minus dig- 
num eo cuius est sacramentum. 
Sed corpus Christi, quod traxit de 
Beata Virgine, est sacramentum 
unitatis Eeeclesie, ergo est minus 
dignum. Christus ergo, secundum 
quod homo est minus dignus quam 
unitas Ecclesie. Contra: Unitas 
Eeclesie est digna eque, sic de illa 
unitate, ergo dignitas est eque 
digna Christo. 


Si Christus est minus dignus 
unitate Ecclesie, ergo est minus se 
ipso dignus. 

Solutio: Revera corpus Christi 
est minus [dignum] unitate Ee- 
clesie quia est sacramentum illius. 


Non tamen Christus est minus 
dignus secundum quod homo uni- 
tate Eeclesie, quia non est sacra- 
mentum illius, sed corpus quod 
traxit de Virgine, quia sicut illud 
corpus est ex purissimis membris, 
ita unitas Ecclesie constat ex puris 
fidelibus. 

Item Christus secundum quod 
homo est mediator, et tamen non 
posset esse mediator nisi Deus. 
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brum Ecclesie; unde illud: Vos 
estis menbra de menbro. Sed 
huius corporis non est Christus 
secundum quod homo caput sed 
menbrum tantum. 

Item omne sacramentum, in 
quantum est sacramentum, est 
minus dignum eo cuius sacra- 
mentum est. Sed corpus Christi, 
quod traxit de Virgine, est sacra- 
mentum unitatis Eeclesie, ergo est 
minus dignum, ergo ** Christus se- 
cundum quod homo est minus dig- 
nus quam unitas Eeclesie. Contra: 
Unitas Ecclesie est tam digna quam 
dignus est aliquis de unitate; sed 
Christus est de unitate Ecclesie, 
ergo unitas Ecclesie est tam digna 
quam dignus est Christus secun- 
dum quod homo. Si ergo Christus 
est minus dignus quam unitas Ec- 
clesie, est minus dignus se ipso. 
Solutio: Revera omne secra- 
mentum in quantum est sacramen- 
tum est minus dignum eo cuius est 
sacramentum. Unde corpus Christi, 
quod traxit de Virgine, est minus 
dignum quam unitas Ecclesie. Non 
tamen Christus secundum quod 
homo est minus dignus, quia 
Christus non est sacramentum uni- 
tatis Ecclesie, sed corpus quod 
traxit de Virgine; quia sicut illud 
corpus est ex purissimis menbris, 
sic 38 unitas Ecclesie, scilicet ipsa 
Eeclesia, est ex puris fidelibus. 

Item Christus secundum quod 
homo est mediator,®® et tamen non 
posset esse mediator nisi esset 
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Videtur ergo, quod hoc nomen 
“ mediator ” consignificat divinita- 
tem, sicut hoe nomen 
signando divinam 
essentiam connotat notionem. 


“ missus ” 
vel “ similis ” 


Item impossibile est quod hoe 
verbum “creat” copulat divinam 
essentiam, nec dicatur in aliqua 
significatione de Filio quam de 
Patre, quia impossibile est quod 
copulando divinam essentiam con- 
significat circumstanciam tempo- 
ralem, quia consignificationem velle 
daret (sic) intelligi circa essen- 
tiam. 

Eadem ratione si hoc nomen 
“ mediator ” consignificet divinita- 
tem, dabit eam intelligi cirea hu- 
manitatem principaliter significa- 
tam per hune terminum “ media- 
tor”. Sed non convenit nec con- 
venire potest ei. Ergo impossibile 
quod eam vere significet hoc nomen 
“mediator”, sicut inpossibile est 
quod nomen principaliter copulans 
divinam essentiam, sicut hoc nomen 
“inearnatus ”, vere consignificet 
aliquid creatum. 

Quid ergo preter principalem 
consignificabit hoe nomen “ media- 
tor’? Dicimus quod hoe nomen 
eonsignificans principaliter divi- 
nam essentiam unde (sic) potest 
signare aliquid creatum, sed non 
effectum, non signando illud causa 
(sic) principale signatum, ut hoe 
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Videtur ergo quod hoe no- 
“mediator” consignificet 


Deus. 
men *° 
deitatem,*! sicut hoe nomen “ mis- 
sus” vel “similis” signando 4 
divinam essentiam connotat no- 
tionem. 

Contra: Inpossibile est quod 
hoe verbum “creat” copulando 
divinam essentiam dicatur vere de 
Filio in alia significatione quam 
de Patre, quia inpossibile est 
quod eopulando divinam essen- 
tiam consignificet cireumstanciam 
temporalem, quia  consignifica- 
tione vellet dare intelligi circa 
illam naturam cui fit copulatio. 
Eadem ratione si hoc nomen “ me- 
diator ” consignificet deitatem, da- 
bit eam intelligi *® cirea humani- 
tatem Christi principaliter signifi- 
catam per hoc nomen “ mediator ” 
Sed non convenit, nec convenire 
potest ei. Ergo impossibile est 
quod significet eam vere hoc nomen 
“ mediator ”, sicut inpossibile est 
quod nomen principaliter copulans 
sive significans divinam essentiam, 
ut hoe nomen “ incarnatus ”, con- 
significet aliquid creatum. 

Quid ergo dat preter principa- 
lem significationem intelligi hoc 
nomen “ mediator”? Ad hoe dici- 
mus quod nomen significans vel 
copulans principaliter ** divinam 
essentiam bene potest connotare 
aliquid creatum, sed ut effectum, 
non ut consignificatum cirea prin- 
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nomen “ misericors”’ connotat ef- 


fectum in creatura et dicitur de 
Deo. Sed impossibile est quod hoe 
nomen [dictum de] Deo secundum 
dignitatem consignificat aliquam 
proprietatem creatam. Unde dictum 


de Deo, nec hoc nomen “ incarna- 


tum ” connotat aliquam proprieta- 
tem creatam. Connotat tamen quod 
hoe nomen quod est incarnatum sit 
homo. Similiter hoc nomen “ me- 
diator” quod dicitur de Christo 
secundum quod homo, non potest 
dare intelligi divinitatem secundum 
principale signatum; connotat ta- 
men quod ille qui est mediator est 
Deus. Similiter hoc nomen “ re- 
demptor” et hoc nomen “ iudex ”, 
prout dicitur de Christo secundum 
quod homo. Unde quidam dicunt 
quod insinuatur hoe nomen “ res ” 
prout dicitur de Deo tantum, et 
“rationale” prout 
rationalitatem 


hoe nomen 
copulat tantum 
creatam, non potest substantivari, 
ut dicatur: “Christus est ra- 
tionale”, quia copulatio (copula- 
tioni) repugnat suppositioni. Et 
secundum hoe dicitur de Christo 
in quantum est Deus, nec est se- 
cundum quod homo, et secundum 
hoe argumentatio non _ valet: 
“ Christus est res rationabilis, ergo 
est rationabile ”. 
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cipale signatum,*? ut hoc nomen 
“misericors ” quod dictum de Deo 
connotat effectum 
Sed inpossibile est quod nomen 
dictum de Deo ** secundum deita- 
tem consignificet aliquam proprie- 
tatem creatam, unde hoc nomen 
“ Deus ” dictum de Deo non potest 
consignificare vere unitatem crea- 


“ inearna- 


in creatura. 


tam, cum hoe nomen 
tum” aliquam proprietatem crea- 
tam.*® Connotat tamen quod illud 
quod est incarnatum sit homo. 
Similiter hoe nomen “ mediator,” 
quod °° dicitur de Christo in quan- 
tum est homo, non potest consigni- 
ficare, id est cirea principale sig- 
natum *! dare intelligi deitatem; 
connotat tamen quod ille qui est 
mediator sit Deus. Similiter hoe 
romen “redemptor” et hoe no- 
men “iudex”, prout dicuntur de 
Christo in quantum est homo. 
Unde dicunt etiam quidam quod 
si sumatur hoc nomen “ res” 
cundum quod dicitur tantum de 
Deo, et hoc nomen “ rationale” 
prout copulat tantum rationalita- 


se- 


tem creatam, non potest substan- 
tivari ©? ut dicatur: “ Christus est 
rationale”, quia copulatio repug- 
naret suppositioni, et secundum 
hoe non diceretur de Christo in 
quantum est Deus nec in quantum 
est homo. Sed oportet ut stent 
huiec argumentationi: “ Christus 
est res rationalis, ergo est ra- 
tionale ”’. 
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Item tu dicis quod hoc nomen 
“inearnatus” dicitur de Christo 
in quantum est Deus, et tamen non 
potest 
Quare non dicis similiter quod hoe 
dicitur de 
Christo in quantum est Deus, tamen 
non potest esse mediator nisi sit 
homo? Vel si dicis quod est me- 
diator in quantum homo, et tamen 
oportet quod sit Deus. 


inearnari nisi sit homo. 


nomen “ mediator” 


Dicimus quod non est in mani- 
festo. Nam hoe nomen “ incar- 
notat quod ille incarnatus 
fuerit priusquam incarnaretur, non 
potest dici quod secundum quod 
homo sit incarnatus. 


natus ” 


Econtrario hoc nomen “ media- 


tor” notat quod aliquid sit factum 
in mediatore per quod factus sit 
mediator. Sed cum nichil factum 
sit in Christo in quantum est Deus, 
oportet quod in quantum est homo 
factum sit in eo. 


Item cum dicitur: Filius Dei as- 
sumpsit hominem, exponitur: id 
est humanam naturam. Nec in- 
sultent aliqui huie expositioni. 
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Item tu dicis quod hoe nomen 
“inearnatus” dicitur de Christo 
in quantum est Deus,5* et tamen 
non potest incarnari nisi sit homo. 
Quare non similiter dicis de hoc 
nomine “ mediator” scilicet quod 
dicatur de Christo in quantum est 
Deus et tamen non possit esse me- 
diator nisi homo? Vel si dicis ** 
quod est mediator in quantum est 
homo, et tamen oportet quod sit 
Deus, quare non similiter dicis 
quod est®> incarnatus secundum 
quod ** homo et tamen oportuit 
quod esset Deus? 

Dicimus quod ratio est in mani- 
festo. Nam hee dictio 
natus” notat quod ille qui est 


inear- 


incarnatus fuerit antequam in- 
carnaretur.5? Unde cum Christus 
secundum quod homo non fuerit 
antequam incarnaretur, non potest 
dici quod Christus secundum 
quod homo sit incarnatus. 

Econtrario hoc nomen “ media- 
tor” dat intelligi quod aliquid sit 
factum in mediatore, ratione cuius 
dicitur mediator. Sed cum nichil 
sit factum in Christo in quan- 
tum est °° Deus, oportet quod in 
quantum est homo aliquid factum 
sit in eo. 

Item cum dicitur: Filius Dei 
assumpsit hominem, ita exponitur: 
id est humanam naturam.** 
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MS Bibl. nat. lat. 14556 ff. 1824- 
183», 
(Langton’s Questiones) 


f.1824. De hoe verbo: 
ex duobus. 

Dicit Apostolus ad Philippenses : 
Coarctor ex duobus, desiderium 


Coarctor 


habens dissolvi et esse cum Christo 
etc. Quod dupliciter in Glosa dis- 
tinguitur. Per primam distinctio- 
nem alterum, scilicet dissolvi et 
esse cum Christo, habebat in desi- 
derio; reliquum, scilicet manere in 
carne propter fratres, in patientia 
tantum, propter fratrum utilita- 
tem; sed secundum secundam dis- 
tinctionem utrumque in desiderio 
habebat. ... 

f.183>. Item videntur contrarii 
Ambrosius et Augustinus. Non 
(sic) secundum Augustinum tan- 
tum alterum voluntatis, reliquum 
erit necessitatis. Sed secundum 
Ambrosium ambo illa erunt in de- 
siderio, et ita contrarii videntur. 
Sed non sunt, quia Augustinus 
stricte sumit desiderare, Ambro- 
sius large pro voluntate. Et re- 
vera secundum Augustinum utrum- 
que volebat.... 

f.182%. Secundum primam sic 
obicitur, id est contra primam: 
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MS Bibl. nat. lat. 14443 ff. 373», 
3734, 

(Langton’s Commentary on the 
Lombard’s Magna Glosatura). 


Coarctor e duobus, desiderium 
habens dissolvi etc.; quod duplici- 
ter in Glosa distinguitur: secun- 
dum primam distinctionem, que 
est Augustini,! alterum, scilicet 
dissolvi et esse cum Christo, ha- 
bebat in desiderio, reliquum vero, 
seilicet manere in carne propter 
fratres, habebat in patientia tan- 
tum, propter fratrum utilitatem; 
sed secundum secundam distine- 
tionem, que est Ambrosii,? utrum- 
que in desiderio habebat. 

Sed videntur contrarii Augus- 
tinus et Ambrosius. 
dum Augustinum alterum duorum 
erat tantum voluntatis, reliquum 
vero tantum necessitatis. Sed 
secundum Ambrosium ambo illa 
in desiderio erant, et ita contrarii 
videntur. Sed non sunt, quia 
Augustinus sumit stricte deside- 
rare, Ambrosius vero large, scilicet 
pro velle. Et revera secundum 
Augustinum utrumque volebat.® 

Contra primam distinctionem sic 
obicitur: Ipse Apostolus dicit: 


Nam secun- 


The variants are from MS Florence, Laurentian, Plut. XI d. 6, f. 64a (F). 
1. que est Augustini om. F.—2. que est Ambrosii om. F.—3. sed videntur 


usque volebat om. F. 
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Dicit enim Apostolus: Scio quod 
manebo et permanebo omnibus vo- 
bis ad profectum. Ergo sciebat se 
permanere, et sciebat illud esse 
bonum; ergo sciebat Deum velle 
illud, ergo tenebatur velle quod 
sciebat Deum velle, ergo tenebatur 
illud desiderare, non ergo habere 
in patientia tantum. 

Dicimus quod sciebat certitu- 
dine spei, non scientie sive rei, 
permanere se et esse etc. ... 
f.183>. Sed propter hoc non pene 
(sic) solvitur quia sciebat se per- 
manere esse bonum et utrum (sic), 
et stricte sciebat Deum velle omne 
bonum et approbare omne verum. 
Ergo sciebat Deum velle se per- 
manere, ergo tenebatur id velle, 
ergo et desiderare, et ita erat tan- 
tum necessitatis. Dicimus quod 
tenebatur velle sed non desiderare, 
quam velle. Unde in fine Canti- 
corum: Surge dilecte mi; super 
hoe dicit Glosa: Nemo optat fu- 
gere illum quem diligit, sed memor 
sue infirmitatis, iustitie divine con- 
sentit. Multum (sic) idem (sic) 
quod scit Deum velle, non tamen 
desiderat vel optat. 


Item constat quod nemini possit 


revelari quod sit reprobus. Sed 
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Hoe confidens scio: manebo et 
permanebo omnibus vobis ad pro- 
fectum. Ergo sciebat se perma- 
nere, et sciebat illud esse bonum; 
ergo sciebat Deum velle illud; 
ergo tenebatur velle quod Deum 
velle sciebat, ergo tenebatur illud 
desiderare, non ergo habere in 
patientia tantum. 

Ad hoe dicimus quod sciebat 
certitudine spei, non scientie sive 
rei, se permanere. Sed °° non prop- 
ter hoe plene solvitur, quia sciebat 
se permanere esse bonum et ve- 
rum, et sciebat stricte Deum velle 
omne bonum, et approbare omne 
verum. Ergo sciebat stricte Deum 
velle se permanere, ergo tenebatur 
idem velle, ergo et desiderare, et 
ita non erat tantum neessitatis. 
Dicimus quod revera tenebatur 
velle se permanere cum sciret 
Deum velle idem. Non tamen tene- 
batur illud desiderare stricte, quia 
longe plus est desiderare quam 
velle. Unde in fine Canticorum 
super illud: Fuge dilecte mi, dicit 
Glosa: Nemo optat fugere illum 
quem diligit; sed memor sue infir- 
mitatis divine iusticie consentit. 
Sed si consentit, vult id quod scit 
velle divinam iusticiam, non tamen 
desiderat vel optat. 

Item esto quod huic iusto sit 
revelatum quod sit reprobus, sive 


5° From here till the end of the passage the text is not found in the 


Florence MS, at least not in place. 


Note that the parallel texts from the 


questio are found only after an interval. 


George Lacombe, Artur Landgraf 


pono ita quod isti duo sint re- 
probi; iste debet non optare sibi 
vitam eternam, quia scit Deum 
velle ut nunquam habeat, et tene- 
tur optare sibi vitam eternam 
propter ordinem caritatis; et ita 
tenetur ad duo contraria. Quod 
Sed hee falsa: Non 
debet optare vitam eternam, quia 


concedimus. 


eius contradictoria est vera, et ita 
patet per impossibile, quia etiam 
secundum hoe magis tenetur dili- 
gere proximum quam se, cum illi 
debeat optare vitam eternam.... 


f. 1824, 

Ideo determinans qualiter intel- 
ligendum sit quod dixit: Scio, 
adiunxit: confidens ete. Non ergo 
sciebat scientia, sed sciebat (sic), 
Deum velle illud quod ipse spera- 
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Iste 
tenetur non optare sibi vitam eter- 
ram, quia scit Deum velle ut nun- 
quam habeat vitam eternam; ergo 
tenetur velle quod scit Deum velle, 
alioquin distortum haberet cor; 
ergo tenetur velle quod nunquam 
habeat vitam eternam, ergo tene- 
tur non optare sibi salutem sive 
gloriam. Sed cuilibet proximo 
tenetur optare salutem, ergo dili- 
git, et tenetur magis diligere prox- 


hoe sit possibile sive non. 


imum quam se ipsum, ergo non 
habet ordinatam caritatem, ergo 
non habet caritatem, quia omnis 
earitas est ordinata; unde si ha- 
beret caritatem, illa esset ordinata, 
et ita sequitur contradictio. Unde 
dicendum quod propositio est im- 
possibilis; non enim alicui potest 
propria dampnatio revelari. Ad- 
missa tamen propositione, dicen- 
dum quod debet sibi optare vitam 
eternam ratione ordinis caritatis; 
et debet sibi non optare vitam 
eternam, cum sciat Deum hoe 
velle; et ita ratione impossibilis 
propositionis perplexus est ad duo 
contraria. Sed hee est falsa: Non 
debet sibi optare vitam eternam.* 


f. 3734, 
Unde Apostolus® determinans 
qualiter intelligendum esset quod 


dixit: Scio, adiunxit: confidens. 
Non ergo sciebat scientia, sed spe, 
Deum velle illud quod ipse spera- 


4. Sed non propter hoc plene solvitur usque eternam om. F.—5. Apostolus 


om. F. 
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bat, se permansurum in carne. In 
hac enim acceptione verbi “ sci- 
endi” non valet hee argumentatio: 
Sciebat et sperabat Deum velle 
hoe, tenebatur ergo idem velle. 


Item Apostolus desiderabat dis- 
solvi et esse cum Christo; sed sci- 
ebat secundum scientiam Deum 
velle Apostolum non dissolvi nee 
esse cum Christo; et hoe tale bo- 
num, quod iam erat in re, et sciebat 
Deum velle omne tale bonum; ergo 
tenebatur velle se dissolvi ete., et 
desideravit illud, ut ipse dicit, ergo 
perverse, cum esset oppositum eius 
quod tenebatur velle se non dis- 
solvi, cum Deus illud vellet. 


Nichilominus licite desideravit 
dissolvi. Tamen volebat duo oppo- 
sita. Sed non diverso modo nec 
opposito quia non idem (sic) eius- 
dem instantis sed diversorum ea 
volebat. 


Potest etiam dici quod non sunt 
opposita quia verbum infinitivi 
modi quod ampliatur a verbo vo- 
lendi et non a negatione cuiuslibet 


instantis negatione interposita, 


The “ Questiones” of Cardinal Stephen Langton 


bat, scilicet se permansurum in 


earne. In hae ergo acceptione 


“seiendi” non valet hee ar- 


verbi 
gumentatio: Sciebat, id est spera- 
bat Deum velle hoc, vel opinaba- 
tur, nec fallebatur,® ergo tene- 
batur idem? velle. 

Item Apostolus volebat, et etiam 
desiderabat dissolvi et esse cum 
Christo; sed sciebat certa scientia 
Deum velle Apostolum non dis- 
solvi nee esse cum Christo, quia 
sciebat hoe esse tale bonum quod 
iam erat in re, et sciebat Deum 
velle omne tale bonum, ergo tene- 
batur velle hoe scilicet se non dis- 
solvi ete., ergo tenebatur nolle se 
dissolvi ete., ergo tenebatur non 
velle se dissolvi ete., et desiderabat 
illud, ut ipse dicit; ergo perverse, 
eum esset oppositum eius quod 
tenebatur velle. 

Dicimus quod revera tenebatur 
velle se non dissolvi ete., cum sci- 
ret Deum istud idem velle. Nichil- 
ominus tamen licite volebat et 
desiderabat se dissolvi ete. Unde 
volebat duo opposita, scilicet se 
non dissolvi et se dissolvi. Sed 
non opposito modo volebat ea, quia 
non ratione eiusdem instantis sed 
diversorum ea volebat. 

Potest etiam dici quod non sunt 
opposita, quia verbum infinitivi 
modi quod ampliatur a verbo vo- 
lendi non abnegatur ratione cuius- 
que instantis a pura negatione 


6 vel opinabatur nec fallebatur om. F.—7. idem om. F. 


George Lacombe, Artur Landgraf 


immo abnegatur determinate rati- 
Et aliud est 
Vult nunquam dissolvi, 


one unius instantis. 
dicere: 
quam non (sic) dicitur: Vult non 
dissolvi; sicut iste sumitur (sic) 
vere: Ab eterno voluit [Deus cre- 
are mundum, et: Ab eterno vo- 
luit] non ecreare mundum, quia 
voluit non creare tune. Sed no- 
tandum quod potest esse dubia: 
Apostolus velle tenebatur dissolvi, 
vel non velle dissolvi, ita quod hee 
vox sit una dictio, quia si sint due 
dictiones, similiter false, et eius 
contradictoria est vera. 


Dicunt etiam quidam quod sit 
una dictio quod . . . falsa est, quia 
negatio inclusa a verbo forcius 
abnegat verbum infinitivi modi 
quam si interponeretur verbo vo- 
lendi et infinitive. Nobis videtur 
quod negatio non habeat aliam vim 
quam si interponatur infinitivo et 
verbo volendi. Nam cum negatio 
non abneget alio modo verbum 
volendi in quo ineluditur, istud 
verbum ratione sue copulationis 
sive principalis significationis am- 
pliet verbum infinitivi, non abne- 
gatio causa ampliationis non po- 
test verbum infinitivi illud ampli- 
ari vel per simplicem negationem 


generaliter abnegari. 


Item sicut plures dicebant auc- 
toritates, Paulus sciebat se esse 
predestinatum, et hoc: dissolvi et 
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interposita, immo abnegatur deter- 
Aliud 
est dicere: Vult nunquam dissolvi, 
quam si dicatur: Vult non dissol- 
vi; sicut iste sunt vere: Ab eterno 
voluit Deus creare mundum, et: 


minate pro uno instanti. 


Ab eterno voluit non creare mun- 
dum, quia voluit non creare tunc. 
Sed notandum quod hee potest esse 
dubia: Apostolus tenebatur nolle 
se dissolvi ete., vel: Non vult se 
dissolvi ete., ita quod hee vox “ non 
vult ” sit una dictio; quia si sit® 
due dictiones, locutio est simpli- 
citer falsa et eius contradictoria 
vera. 

Dicunt etiam quidam quod si sit 
vana dictio, locutio est falsa, quia 
negatio inclusa in verbo abnegat 
fortius verbum infinitivi quam si 
interponeretur infinitivo et verbo 


Nobis vero videtur quod 
“ 


volendi. 
negatio inclusa in hoe verbo 
vult” vel “nolle” non habeat 


non 


aliam vim quam si interponeretur 
infinitivo et verbo volendi. Nam 
cum negatio non abneget aliquo 
modo verbum volendi in quod in- 
eluditur, et illud verbum ratione 
sue copulationis sive principalis 
signationis ® ampliet ?° infinitivum, 
non abnegata causa ampliationis, 
non potest per simplicem negatio- 
nem generaliter abnegare verbum 
infinitivi ampliati. 

Item sicut plures attestantur 
autoritates, Paulus sciebat se esse 
predestinatum, et hoe scilicet dis- 


8. sunt F.—9. significationis F.—10. verbum ad. F. 
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esse cum Christo. Cum premio 
maiori erat quiddam; aliud multo 
melius, scilicet manere in carne 
propter maius premium haben- 
dum; et Paulus sciebat ultimum 
esse longe melius, ergo erat ei 
magis desiderandum. Videtur ergo 
falsum dicere cum ait: [Cupio] 
dissolvi et esse cum Christo. Pre- 
terea multo melius tenebatur velle 
morti (sic) propter ipsum si opus 
esset, ergo multo forcius manere 
propter ipsum, 
esset. 


cum hoe opus 


Forte dicet quod non valet ar- 
gumentum, quia dissolvi et esse 
eum Christo cum maiori premio 
est eligendum, quia securus stat. 
Et instabit in hiis duobus: esse 
iustum in presenti, et esse predes- 
tinatum in presenti, quorum mi- 
nus, scilicet ultimum, est magis 
eligendum propter  securitatem 
maiorem. Quod autem [minus] 
est predestinari in presenti super 
illud Iohannis, ubi loquitur de 
Nathaele (sic), dicit Glosa: Magis 
est credentibus celum aperiri et 
utramque naturam in Christo per 
predicatores agnoscere quam visos 
scilicet [prescitos] esse. 


Sed contra istud simile sic obi- 
citur: Cum Apostolus sciret se 
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Cum 14 
minori premio erat quiddam; aliud 


solvi et esse cum Christo. 


vero erat manere in carne propter 
premium habendum; et 
Paulus sciebat ultimum esse longe 
melius, ergo erat ei magis deside- 
randum. Videtur ergo falsum di- 
cere cum ait: Cupio% dissolvi et 
Multo magis 
melius preterea tenebatur velle 
mori propter fratres si opus esset, 
ergo multo potius manere in carne 


maius 


esse cum Christo. 


propter fratres, cum hoe opus 
esset et esset minus quam mori 
propter eos. 

Forte dices quod non valet hee 1° 
argumentatio, quia quod minus 
est, dissolvi scilicet et esse cum 
Christo cum minori premio, tamen 
magis eligendum quia securius. 
Et instabis in his duobus: esse 
iustum in presenti, et esse predes- 
tinatum in presenti, quorum mi- 
nus, scilicet esse predestinatum in 
presenti, est magis eligendum 
propter maiorem securitatem. Quod 
autem esse predestinatum in pre- 
senti sit minus !* quam esse iustum 
in presenti, dicit super illum lo- 
eum Iohannis ubi agitur de Na- 
thanaele. Glosa sic: Magis est 
eredentibus celum aperiri et utram- 
que naturam in Christo per pre- 
dicatores cognoscere, quam visos 
id est prescitos esse. 

Sed contra istud simile sie obi- 
citur: Cum Apostolus sciret se 


11. Non F.—12. Cupio om. F.—13. hee om. P.—14. minimus F. 


George Lacombe, 


esse predestinatum in utroque 
statu, scilicet sive solveretur et 
esset cum Christo sive maneret in 
carne, erat securus de premio, ergo 
neutrum propter securitatem erat 
ei magis eligendum quam aliud. 
Sed in altero erat premium, ergo 
illud erat magis eligendum, cum 
sciret illud esse maius. Item prop- 
ter securitatem erat alterum magis 
eligendum, ergo multo forcius est 
eligendum esse in fide sine perse- 
cutione quam cum _ persecutione 
esse in fide. 


Contra: Pono quod ponat Domi- 
nus in voluntate tua vel optione tua | 
utrum magis velis venire ad Deum, 
vel post VIII° dies duplo maiori 
premio. Constat quod eligendum 
est etiam post VIII° dies cum 
maiori premio. Eadem ratione 
post centum terminos cum duplo 
vel triplo maiori premio, et ita in 
infinitum. Contra: Tu _ debes 
lugere pro dilatione patrie, et 
quanto perfectior es, tanto magis 
debes lugere et desiderare pa- 
triam. 

Dicimus quod dissolvi et esse 
cum Christo multo melius quam 
quod sequitur, scilicet manere in 
carne propter maius premium. 
Nam licet Paulus sciret esse pre- 
destinatum, tamen dissolvi ete. erat 
securius ei quam manere in carne; 
consequutus enim premium ha- 
beret securitatem rei, sed in [re- 


15. ei om. F.—16. sine F. 


Artur Landgraf 14? 


esse predestinatum in utroque sta- 
tu, scilicet sive dissolveretur et 
esset cum Christo, sive maneret in 
carne, erat securus de premio, ergo 
neutrum propter securitatem erat 
ei magis eligendum quam reli- 
quum. Sed in altero erat premii 
maioritas, ergo illud erat ei} 
magis eligendum, cum ipse sciret 
illud esse maius. Item si propter 
securitatem alterum erat ei magis 
eligendum, ergo multo pocius eli- 
gendum est esse in fide sine perse- 
cutione quam esse in fide cum ?® 
persecutione. 

Contra: Esto quod Dominus 
ponat in optione tua utrum magis 
velis modo ad ipsum venire, an 
post VIII° dies cum duplo maiori 
premio. Constat quod debes pre- 
eligere venire post VIII° dies cum 
premio; eadem ratione 
post C annos cum duplo vel triplo 
maiori premio, et ita in infinitum. 
Tu debes lugere pro dilatione pa- 
trie, et quanto es perfectior tanto 
magis lugere debes et patriam 
flagrantius desiderare. 


maiori 


Dicimus quod dissolvi et esse 
cum Christo est multo melius et 
securius quam manere in carne 
propter fratres. Nam licet Paulus 
sciret se esse predestinatum, tamen 
dissolvi ete erat ei longe securius 
quam manere in carne; consecu- 
tus enim primum, scilicet dissolvi 
ete, haberet securitatem rei, sed in 


148 


liquo] haberet spei tantum securi- 
tutem. Ergo cum primum erat se- 
curius, ergo multo magis erat eli- 
gendum. Unde non est simile de 
hiis duobus esse iustum et esse 
predestinatum, quia ultimum est 
securius, primum vero melius et 
maius; sed dissolvi et esse cum 
Christo est securius et melius et 
maius, nam ad omne premium, 
quantumeumque sit, sequitur dis- 
solvi et esse cum Christo. Si vero 
queris utrum magis eligendum sit 
cito dissolvi et esse cum Christo 
cum minori premio, aut diu 
manere propter duplum vel maius 
premium, dicimus quod istud re- 
linquendum est viris qui sunt sane 
estimationis. 


Nam sicut Ysaias bene optulit 
se dicendo: Ecce ego, mitte me, 
Domine, et Ieremias bene recusavit 
dicens: A, a, a, Domine Deus, 
nescio loqui, quia puer ego sum; 
et sicut quidam bene cotidie acce- 
dit at eucharistiam non vituperio, 
sic potest esse quod homo bene de- 
sideret cito dissolvi et esse cum 
Christo, et tamen propter em- 
plexum Sponsi, quod est bonum, 
et potest licite desiderare manere 
in carne propter maius premium 
et propter fratres, et hoc similiter 
bonum, vel potest desiderare dis- 
solvi et esse cum Christo propter 
tedium huius vite tollendum, et 
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reliquo non nisi securitatem spei. 
Cum ergo dissolvi ete 1” esset et 
melius et securius quam reliquum, 
multo potius erat desiderandum. 
Unde non est penitus [simile] de 
hiis duobus, scilicet esse iustum, et 
esse predestinatum, nam esse pre- 
destinatum est securius, sed reli- 
quum est melius et maius, scilicet 
dissolvi et esse cum Christo erat 
securius et melius sive maius; 1® 
nam ad omne premium, quantum- 
cumque sit, sequitur dissolvi et esse 
cum Christo. Si vero queris utrum 
magis sit eligendum dissolvi cito ® 
et esse cum Christo cum minori 
premio, an diu manere propter 
duplo vel triplo maius premium, 
dicimus quod istud est relinquen- 
dum iudicio sane existimationis; 
nam sicut Ysaias bene se optulit 
dicendo: Ecce ego, mitte me; et 
TIeremias bene recusavit dicens: A, 
a, a, Domine Deus, nescio loqui, 
quia puer ego sum; et sicut qui- 
dam bene cottidie accedit ad eu- 
charistiam, et alius raro bene ac- 
cedit, timendo cottidie accedere ad 
tantum sacramentum, propter quod 
Augustinus dicit: Cotidie? ac- 
cedere ad eucharistiam nee laudo 
nec vitupero; sic potest esse quod 
homo desideret bene dissolvi cito ** 
etc, propter amplexus Sponsi quod 
est bonum, et potest licite deside- 
rare manere in carne propter 
fratres, et propter maius premium, 


17. haberet usque etc. om. F.—18. sive maius om. F.—19. cito om. P.— 
20. ecce ad. F.—21. Cotidie om. P.—22. cito om. P. 


George Lacombe, Artur Landgraf 


non propter Sponsum, et hoe qui- 
dem malum. 


Item cum Apostolus dicit se de- 
siderare dissolvi et esse cum 
Christo, aut intelligit disiunctim 
hane vocem scilicet dissolvi et esse 
cum Christo aut coniunctim. Si 
divisim, ut desideret simpliciter 
ergo falsum est quod 
subiunxit illud esse (est) multo 
melius; dissolvi enim convenit 
bonis et malis, nee est meritorium, 
sed manere in carne propter fra- 
trum utilitatem convenit tantum 


dissolvi, 


bonis; si non (sic) coniunctim, ut 
desideraret dissolvi et esse cum 
Christo, sed illud teneretur deside- 
rare tam(quam) perfectus quam 
perfectionis (sic) ; 


qui pacienter 
[vivunt] et delectabiliter mori- 
untur, quod dicit Glosa esse illud 
quod Paulus || 18%” desideravit. 
Dicimus quod Apostolus de 
premio tantam habuit securitatem 
quod simpliciter desideravit dis- 
solvi. Quod sequitur: Multo 
magis melius, non respicit illud sci- 
leet dissolvi scilicet (sic) adiune- 
tum scilicet esse cum Christo... . 


23. dissolvi om. P. 
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et hoe similiter bonum; vel potest 
desiderare dissolvi ete propter te- 
dium huius vite tollendum, et non 
propter Sponsum, et hoe quidem 
est malum. 

Item cum Apostolus dicit se 
habere desiderium dissolvi?? et 
esse cum Christo, aut intelligit 
coniunctim hane vocem scilicet dis- 
solvi et esse cum Christo, aut di- 
visim. Si divisim, ut scilicet de- 
sideraret simpliciter dissolvi, ergo 
falsum dixit cum subiunxit illud 
esse multo magis melius; dissolvi 
enim convenit et bonis et malis, 
nec est meritorium, sed manere in 
carne propter fratres convenit tan- 
tum bonis; si vero coniunctim, ut 
scilicet desideraret istud dissolvi et 
esse cum Christo, sed istud tenetur 
desiderare tam perfectus quam im- 
perfectus; aliter enim non haberet 
caritatem. Ergo pro nichilo dis- 
tinguit duo genera hominum, scili- 
cet imperfectos, qui habent vilam 
in desiderio et mortem in patientia, 
et perfectos, qui patienter vivunt 
et delectabiliter moriuntur, quorum 
dicit Glosa esse illud quod Paulus 
desideravit. 

Ad hoe dicimus quod simpliciter 
desideravit Apostolus  dissolvi; 
tantam enim habebat de premio 
securitatem quod simpliciter de- 
sideravit dissolvi. Et quod sequi- 
Multo magis melius non 
respicit istud scilicet dissolvi, sed 
illud quod est ei adiunctum scilicet 
esse cum Christo. 


tur: 


| 
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Potest tamen dici quod Apos- 
tolus intellexit illud quod licet per- 
tineat ad perfectos vel imperfectos, 
dicitur tamen esse perfectorum, 
quia perfecti specialiter sic locun- 
tur: Cupimus dissolvi et esse cum 
Christo. Posset tamen fieri differ- 
entia inter velle et desiderare sive 
cupere, ut diceretur quod quilibet 
tenetur velle dissolvi et esse cum 
Christo, sed non tenetur cupere vel 
desiderare. 


Item videtur quod ille qui scit 
esse predestinatum debeat optare 
omne illud quod scit non esse pec- 
catum et operari ad salutem. Hoe 
videtur, quia, cum sciat se esse 
predestinatum, et omnia sibi co- 
operari ad bonum, debet optare 
omne illud quod non separat a Deo, 
et ita omne illud quod non est pec- 
catum, quia omne tale, non sepa- 
rando a Deo, est cooperari ad bo- 
num. Si omne tale debet optare, 
ergo quantamlibet penam, et ita 
esse leprosus. Secundum hoe ergo 
Apostolus debebat optare angelum 
Sathane sibi adesse, et sibi non 
adesse, quia sciebat neutrum esse 
peccatum, et utrumque cooperari 
ad bonum, et ita debebat optare 
duo contraria, quod falsum est. 


Dicimus quod licet homo sciat se 
esse predestinatum, non tamen 
debet optare omne illud quod scit 
non esse peccatum et cooperari ad 
bonum. 
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Potest tamen dici quod Apos- 
tolus intellexerit illud coniunctim, 
quod licet pertineat ad perfectos 
et imperfectos, dicitur tamen ideo 
specialiter esse perfectorum, quia 
perfecti specialiter sic locuntur: 
Cupimus dissolvi et esse cum 
Christo. Posset tamen fieri differ- 
entia inter velle et cupere sive de- 
siderare, ut diceretur quod quilibet 
tenetur velle dissolvi et esse cum 
Christo, non tamen tenetur cupere 
sive desiderare. 

Item queritur utrum ille qui scit 
se esse predestinatum debeat 
optare omne illud quod scit non 
esse peccatum et operari ad salu- 
tem. Hoe videtur, quia cum sciat 
se esse predestinatum et omnia co- 
operari sibi ad bonum, debet 
optare omne illud quod non sepa- 
rat a Deo, scilicet omne illud quod 
non est peccatum, quia scit omne 
tale, non separando a Deo, co- 
operari ad bonum. Si ergo omne 
tale debet optare, ergo quantamli- 
bet penam, et esse leprosum. Se- 
cundum hoe ergo Apostolus debe- 
bat optare angelum Sathane sibi 
adesse, et etiam sibi non adesse, 
quia sciebat neutrum sibi esse pec- 
eatum, et utrumque cooperari ad 
bonum, et ita debebat optare duo 
contraria, quod falsum est. 

Ad hoe dicimus quod licet homo 
se sciat esse predestinatum, non 
tamen debet velle vel optare omne 
id quod scit non esse peccatum et 
operari ad bonum, quia sunt que- 
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Verbi gratia: Stimulus 
carnis Paulo non erat peccatum 
secundum quod dolor lateris appel- 
latur. Stimulum 
moveri non esset ei peccatum. 
Sed humilitas 
[recederet], cuius custos stimulus 
carnis erat; non ergo debuit 
optare stimulum amoveri, licet 
sciret quod esset ei corporaliter ad 
bonum. Similiter aliquis pauper 
seit se predestinatum, quem divitie 
facerent cadere; 


similiter re- 


stimulo remoto 


non ergo debet 
optare divitias, quas scit non esse 
peceatum et ei(s) cooperari debet 
ad bonum. Sed bene concedimus 
quod omnis qui scit se esse pre- 
destinatum debet optare 
illud illud quod scit non esse 


omne 


peccatum et cooperari ad bonum 
sed (sic) peccato. 


MS Bibl. nat. lat. 14556. 
(Langton’s Questiones) 
f. 236%. De Suffragiis. 

Duplex est opinio de suffragiis 
Eecclesie. Quidam dicunt quod 
prosunt dampnatis, quidam quod 
non. Quod autem prosint osten- 
ditur, quia dicit Augustinus: Cum 
sacrificia altaris pro omnibus bap- 
tizatis offerantur, pro valde bonis 
ad gratiarum actionem, pro non 
valde malis ad alleviationem, pro 
valde malis sunt qualescumque 
vivorum consolationes. Ergo pro- 
sunt omnibus baptizatis, quia Ee- 
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dam que, licet non sint peccata, 
tamen sine casu mortali non co- 
operantur ad bonum. Verbi gra- 
tia: Stimulus carnis Paulo non 
erat peccatum, secundum quod 
stimulus dolor lateris appellatur. 
Similiter stimulum removeri non 
esset ei peccatum. Sed quia stimu- 
lo amoto humilitas recederet, cuius 
custos stimulus erat, non debuit 
optare stimulum removeri, licet 
sciret quod cooperetur ei ad 
bonum. Similiter aliquis pauper 
scit se esse predestinatum quem 
divitie facerent cadere; non ergo 
debet optare divitias quas [scit] 
non esse peccatum et cooperari ad 
bonum. Sed _ bene 
quod omnis qui scit se esse pre- 
destinatum debet optare omne illud 
quod scit non esse peccatum et co- 
operari ad bonum sine peccato. 


coneedimus 


MS Bibl. nat. lat. 14443. 
(Langton’s Commentary on the 
Lombard’s Magna Glosatura) 
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clesia non oraret pro omnibus nisi 
crederet quod prodesset. 

Item Prudencius: 

“Sunt et spiritibus sepe nocen- 
tibus penarum e¢elebres sub Stige 
ferie, 

Ea nocte sacra qua Dominus re- 
diit a Stangno Acherontis ”. 

Ergo in inferno non est con- 
tinua pena. 


Dicimus quod non prosunt damp- 
natis, sed illis solis qui sunt in 
purgatorio. 


Ad auctoritatem Augustini dici- 
mus quod “ omnibus” ponitur pro 
quibuscumque infinite, id est: pro 
istis vel pro istis; sicut est: Mulier 
accedens ad omne pecus, id est ad 
quodeumque, id est ad hoe vel ad 
illud; ita exponitur in Levitico. 


Ad aliam dicimus: Quod Pru- 
dencius dicit, et forte ita verum 
est, quod maligni spiritus cessant 
ea nocte, hoc est in sabbato, a 
vexatione animarum exteriori. 
Tamen aliam habent ibi penam; 
remanet enim vermis conscientie 
in eis, que est gravissima pena, et 
ita non habent requiem nec pro- 
sunt eis suffragia Ecclesie. 

Item posito quod isti duo dece- 
dant in paribus culpis et parem 
circumstanciam secum deferant, et 
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f. 329% line 33. Item Prudencius: 
“Sunt et spiritibus sepe nocen- 
tibus sub Stige ferie, 


Ea noete sacra qua redit Domi- 
nus de penis Acheronticis ”. 

Sed feria idem est quod requies, 
et ita nocte sequente sabbatum re- 
quiescunt. 

Dicimus quod falsa, sive requies 
non dicitur ibi quies a pena, sed 
cessatio a temptatione. ... 


f. 328°, line 46. Quod vero dic- 
tum est: “pro baptizatis omnibus 
offeruntur ’’, exponimus sic: “ pro 
omnibus baptizatis” id est pro 
quibuscumque baptizatis, sicut in 
Lege dicitur: Mulier que acces- 
serit ad omne pecus, id est ad 
quodcumque pecus. . 


f. 329>, line 1: Item ®! ponatur 
quod isti duo decedant in paribus 
caritatibus et paria criminabilia 


51 The MS Laurentian Plut. XI d. 6, f. 43¢ does not contain the following 
passages; but it contains long pieces as found in the MS 14443 but in a 


different order. 
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tot et tanta unus quot et quanta 
reliquus; pares sint in omnibus, 
excepto quod unus moritur citius 
quam reliquus. 

Solutio: Hee argumentatio non 
valet: Isti decedunt in pari culpa 
et pares in omnibus, ergo verum 
est eos equaliter esse punitos, quia 
ille qui primus decessit semper erit 
magis punitus. Sed hee est vera: 
ergo pariter punientur, quia tan- 
tum punietur iste in uno instanti 
quantum ille in alio. Sed secun- 
dum hoe videtur quod iste forni- 
eator punietur tantum quantum 
iste adulter, posito quod adulter- 
ium sit duplo maius peccatum 
quam fornicatio, et quod iste 
adulter moriatur uno anno prius 
quam fornicator. In fine ergo se- 
eundi anni erit verum: quantum 
iste punietur tantum ille, quia est 
pena adulterii dupla ad penam 
fornicationis; tantum  sustinuit 
iste uno anno quantum ille duo- 
bus; ergo isti equaliter punientur. 


Forte dicet quod non valet, quia 
ad hoe quod sequatur conclusio 


oportet quod in aliquo instanti 
equaliter, sicut ad hoe quod hee 
Adam et Nohe fuerunt 
similes, exigitur quod in eodem in- 
stanti fuerunt similes, quod bene 


sit vera: 


potest concedi. 
Item queritur utrum iste possit 
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secum ferant, et paria suffragia 
pro eis fiant, ita quod pares sint 
in omnibus, hoe excepto quod unus 
citius decedit quam alius. 

Solutio: Hee non valet argu- 
mentatio: Isti decedent pares in 
omnibus, ergo verum erit de dicto- 
(sic)eos equaliter esse punitos, 
quia ille qui primus decedet in 
quolibet instanti erit magis puni- 
tus. Sed necessario sequeretur: 
Ergo punientur, quia 
quantum punietur unus in uno in- 


pariter 
stanti, et alter in alio. Sed secun- 
dum hoe videtur quod iste simplex 
fornicator punietur tantum quan- 
tum ille adulter, qui habet duplo 
magis peceatum, posito quod for- 
nicator uno anno prius decedat 
quam adulter; in fine ergo secundi 
anni erit verum quod sie dicitur 
modo: Quantum 
tantum et ille, vel tantum punitus 


iste punietur 
est, quia cum pena adulterii sit 
dupla ad penam fornicationis, tan- 
tam penam sustinebit adulter uno 
anno quantum fornicator duobus, 
et ita tune equaliter erunt puniti. 
Ergo modo est verum quod equali- 
ter punientur. 

Forte dicet quod non valet argu- 
mentatio, quia ad hoe quod con- 
clusio esset vera oporteret quod in 
aliquo instanti equaliter puni- 
rentur sicut ad hoe quod hee sit 
Adam et Noe fuerunt sim- 
iles, oportet quod fuerint in eodem 
instanti, quod potest concedi. 

Item queritur utrum iste possit 


vera: 
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licite dare aliquid Ecclesie ut oret: 
pro eo. Quod possit ostenditur, 
quia, sicut legitur in Libro Nu- 
merorum, post victoriam Madiani- 
tarum obtulit populus aurum 
Moysi et Aaron ut orarent pro eo, 
et ipsi acceperunt. Dicimus quod 
aliquis licite potest dare alicui ut 
oret pro ipso, ut hee coniunctio 
“ut” notat consecutionem, con- 
secutiva sit, non condicionalis. 


Item Augustinus: Eatenus pro- 
fuerunt orationes defunctis quati- 
nus merentur eam (sic) sibi pro- 
desse. Sit hic ergo quidam iustus 
qui cum venialibus decedat, quibus 
debetur de rigore septennis in pur- 
gatorio. Iste meruit ut ei prosint 
orationes, sed nichil ei proderunt 
nisi ad relaxationem tante [pene] ; 
ergo meruit relaxationem tante, 
non ergo debetur meritis eius 
tanta. Item si meruit relaxa- 
tionem, et postea remansit in cari- 
tate usque ad secundum neces- 
sarium est eum meruisse. Sed 
potest esse quod Ecclesia oret pro 
isto, ergo possible est istum de- 
fraudari suo merito, et ita iniuste 
agetur cum eo. 

Forte dicet quod non meruit ut 
ei fieret relaxatio, sed meruit quod 
si fierent pro eo orationes quod ei 
fieret relaxatio. 

Sed meruit ut pro eo fierent 
orationes, ergo et meruit ut pro eo 
fierent [suffragia], et ut fieret ei 
relaxatio. Deinde ut prius. 
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licite dare alicui ecclesie ut oret 
pro eo. Quod possit ostenditur, 
quia sicut legitur in Numeris, post 
victoriam Madianitarum optule- 
runt quidam aurum Moysi, et in 
Regum Samueli, ut pro ipsis ora- 
rent, et ipsi acceperunt. Si quis 
tamen sic det, videtur facere sy- 
moniam. Dicimus quod licite po- 
test dare alicui ut oret pro ipso, 
ut hee coniunctio “ut” non notet 
causam vel condicionem sed con- 
secutionem. ... 
f. 329°, line 14. Item ut dicit Au- 
gustinus illis prosunt suffragia qui 
sie vixerunt quod meruerunt ut si 
fierent prodessent. Sit ergo quod 
iste iustus cum tot venialibus de- 
cedat quibus septennis pena in 
purgatorio debeatur. Iste meruit 
ut ei suffragia si 
fierent; sed non proderunt nisi ad 
relaxationem pene, ergo 
meruit relaxationem tante, non 
ergo meritis debetur tanta. Item 
si meruit relaxationem et finaliter 
permansit in caritate, verum est 
eum meruisse. Sed possibile est 
quod nulla suffragia fient pro illo, 
ergo possibile est eum fraudari 
merito suo et ita iniuste agetur 
cum eo. 

Forte dices quod non meruit re- 
laxationem, sed meruit quod si suf- 
fragia fierent pro eo, ei fieret re- 


prodessent 


tante 


laxatio. 

Sed merui! ut fierent suffragia, 
ergo et ut ei fieret relaxatio, et 
inde ut prius.... 
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Item suffragium prodest illi; 
aut ergo intendetur effectus suf- 
fragii secundum contritionem aut 
secundum opera istius. Si secun- 
dum caritatem ergo ete. Una ecari- 
tas fuit in isto futura, omnia suf- 
fragia eque proderunt isti, ergo 
tantum maiora quantum minora. 


Item: In aliis video quod se- 
cundum opera attenditur pene di- 
minutio. Queritur cum suffragia 
ad diminutionem [pene], quare se- 
cundum opera non attenditur ef- 
fectus suffragiorum. 


Item si attenditur secundum con- 
tricionem, posito ergo quod isti 
duo decedant in paribus caritati- 
bus, et in operibus pares sint, ex- 
cepto quod impares habent contri- 
ciones. 

Non valet hee argumentatio: 
Isti pariter decesserunt et in pari- 
bus circumstanciis, et in pari cari- 
tate, ergo pariter punientur et 
eque cito liberabuntur. Si ergo 
dicat quod secundum opera, ergo 
eum plura opera fecit et ex di- 
versis caritatibus, vel ex eadem 
equaliter intensa, magis meruit 
quod ei prodessent suffragia magis 
et minus, et idem suffragium. 

Preterea posito quod isti duo 
imparibus caritatibus [decedant] 
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f. 329°, line 26. Item suffragia 
Eeclesie prosunt purgandis. Queri- 
tur penes quid attendatur quanti- 
tas fructus sive effectus suffra- 
giorum, scilicet secundum carita- 
tem purgandi, an secundum con- 
tricionem, an secundum opera ipsa. 
Si secundum caritatem, ergo cum 
una sola caritas fuerit futura in 
isto, omnia suffragia eque prode- 
runt ei, et ita tantum minora quan- 
tum maiora. 

Item: In aliis video quod se- 
cundum quantitatem operum, que 
ex caritate fiunt, attenditur pene 
diminutio. Cum ergo suffragia 
prosint ad pene diminutionem, 
queritur quare secundum 
opera attenditur eorum fructus 
sive effectus. 


non 


Si concedatur quod secundum 
opera, ergo cum plura opera fe- 
cerit iste et ex diversis caritatibus 
vel ex eadem intensa, meruit quod 
ei prodessent suffragia magis et 
minus, et idem suffragium magis et 
minus, quia minori opere meruit 
ut hoe suffragium prodesset ei 
minus, et maiori opere meruit ut 
prodesset ei idem 
magis. 

Preterea [posito] quod isti duo 
decedant in imparibus caritatibus, 


suffragium 
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ita quod ille qui habuit minorem 
caritatem maius opus fecit; isti 
ergo magis proderunt suffragia, et 
ita minus in bono magis proderunt. 
Item posito quod isti duo paria 
opera fecerunt, et in paribus cari- 
tatibus, sed cum pluribus circum- 
stanciis unus decedet quam reli- 
quus, equaliter ergo proderunt 
istis. 


Contra: Plus tolletur de pena 
uni quam alii, ergo non equaliter. 


Item iniunctum est isti ut ieiunet 
VI* feria in penitentia, et iste 
ieiunet, et non intendit ieiunare 
pro penitentia iniuncta; non est 
absolutus nee prodest ei quantum 
ad hoc. Eodem modo cum iste 
faciat suffragium pro patre et non 
intendat pro aliis nichil prodest 
aliis. Econtrario fit cum generale; 
sie prodest omnibus fidelibus de- 
functis. 

Responsio ad primum: Dico 
quod iste non meruit ut ei prosint 
orationes, quia possibile est quod 
non fiant pro ipso. 

Sed sicut Augustinus ait, meruit 
quod ei possint prodesse. Sed con- 
cedenda, large accepto hoe verbo 
“meruit ”, id est dignum se exhi- 
buit. Non tamen meruit relaxa- 
tionem, quia hoc nomen “ relax- 
atio” inportat quod maior pena 
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sed ille qui minorem habuit cari- 
tatem maiora et plura fecit opera, 
et paria criminabilia fecerunt, et 
paria pro eis fiunt suffragia; illi 
ergo qui minorem habuit carita- 
tem et maiora et plura opera, 
magis proderunt suffragia, et ita 
minus bono magis_ proderunt. 
Preterea si paria, et in caritatibus 
paribus fecerunt opera, sed tamen 
pluribus vel maioribus cremabili- 
bus(sic) decedat unus quam reli- 
quus, equaliter proderunt illis suf- 
fragia. 

Contra: Plus tollent de pena 
uni quam alteri, ergo non equali- 
f. 329°, line 5. Si iniuncta est 
alicui hee penitentia ut VI" feria 
ieiunet, et ipse ieiunet aliqua tali 
feria ita tamen quod non intendat 
ielunare pro penitentia iniuncta, 
non est absolutus per illud ieiu- 
nium, nec prodest ei, quantum ad 
faciendum penitentiam iniunctam. 
Eadem ratione cum iste faciat spe- 
cialia suffragia pro patre et non 
intendat pro aliis non prosunt eis. 


f, 329°, line 28. Sed, ut dicit Au- 
gustinus, meruit ut ei possent pro- 
desse. Sed concedatur, large ac- 
cepto verbo, quod meruit, id est 
dignum se exhibuit, non tamen 
meruit relaxationem, ut dicitur, 
quia (hoe nomen “ relaxatio”’) 
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debetur ei. Sed concedo hance: 
Meruit liberationem; et hee falsa: 
Meruit accelerationem premii, et 
hee similiter: Meruit liberationem 
velociorem, quia iste terminus 
“ velocior liberatio ” equivalet huic 
“ relaxatio ”, et idem datur intelli- 
gere per unum quod per alium; 
similiter per hune “ accelera- 
tionem”. Et hee argumentatio 
non valet: Meruit ut si fierent pro 
eo orationes, ei fieret relaxatio, nec 
unquam debetur ei relaxatio; et 
quando etiam facte sunt orationes 
pro eo, est hec falsa: Hee relaxa- 
tio debetur isti, quia nunquam 
meruit; sed hee vera: Hee relaxa- 
tio debetur Ecclesie que meruit pro 
isto. 

Sed tamen quidam concedunt 
hance: Hee relaxatio debetur isti 
quando scilicet fiunt orationes, quia 
tune extat condicio, scilicet quod 
si fiant pro eo orationes quod ei 
fiat relaxatio. Sicut si comeneris 
mecum, quod dabis michi X, si 
venio ad Sanctum Dyonisium, non 
debebis michi quousque exstet con- 
ditio, quousque fuerim apud Sanc- 
tum Dyonisium. 

Magister negat hane super hoe: 
Debetur relaxatio. Sed hane con- 
cedit: Meruit liberationem, quia 
ab hoe merito non potest de- 
fraudari. 

Ad sequens dicimus quod se- 
cundum quantitatem suffragii pro- 
dest isti; et omnibus equaliter 
prodesse generale suffragium, ut 
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nomine relaxationis notatur quod 
maior pena ei debeatur. Sed con- 
cedimus quod meruit liberationem; 
et hee falsa: Meruit accelera- 
tionem premii vel ciciorem libera- 
tionem, quia iste terminus “ cicior 
liberatio ” equivalet huic “ relaxa- 
tio”. Nee valet hee argumenta- 
tio: Meruit ut, si fierent suffragia, 
fieret ei relaxatio, et meruit pri- 
mum ergo ultimum. Nunquam 
enim debita fuit ei relaxatio, nec 
etiam quando suffragia fiunt pro 
eo, quia nec tune meretur nec ante. 
Sed relaxatio debetur Ecclesie que 
meretur isti. 


Quidam tamen concedunt quod 
relaxatio debetur huic quando suf- 
fragia fiunt pro eo, quia tune ex- 
stat condicio, scilicet quod si fiant 
pro eo, fiat ei relaxatio. Sicut si 
veneris mecum dabo tibi C, non 
debeo donec exstet condicio. 


Sed Magister semper negat 
hane: Huic debetur relaxatio. Sed 
hane simpliciter concedit: Meruit 
liberationem, quia ab hoc merito 
non potest fraudari.... 
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equaliter attendatur, sed excessum 
non secundum  proportionem; 
tamen dici posset sed propor- 


tionem. 


Ad aliud dicimus quod non est 
simile quod induxit, quia si quere- 
retur: Vis ut alii prosint suffragia 
Ecclesie? responderet: Volo; sed 
si quereretur ab eo: Ieiunas ad 
hoe ut absolvaris a penitentia? 
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f. 329°, line 10. 

Dicimus quod non est simile 
quod est inductum, quia si quere- 
retur ab illo qui facit suffragia pro 
patre: Vis ut aliis prosint hee suf- 
fragia? responderet: Volo; sed 
si quereretur a ieiunante in pre- 


dicto casu: Ieiunas tu modo ut 
per hoe absolvaris a penitentia vel 
eius parte? diceret quod non. 

Et notandum quod quidam di- 
cunt quod specialia suffragia om- 
nibus equaliter prosunt, quod qui- 
dem concedi potest de quibusdam, 
sed non de omnibus. 


diceret quod non, et ita non est 
simile. 


Et notandum quod omnia spe- 
cialia, ut credo, non prosunt om- 
nibus. 


The following conclusions are justified by a study of these 


parallel texts: 


1) The text of the St. Victor MS of the Questiones and that 
of these excerpts from Langton’s gloss on the Magna Glosatura 
are practically identical. It is evident, however, that the gloss 
gives a much superior text. This points to the existence of a 
more correct archetype of the St. Victor MS. It also shows 
the great help the gloss may furnish in establishing the text of 
the Questiones. 


2) While the text of the gloss, and that of the St. Victor 
MS, for the question beginning: Tcclesia dicitur ab Abel 
incepisse, are identical, the treatment of this problem in the 
Sorbonne MS (fly-leaf) is textually and materially different. 
This is a line which will have to be followed up: is the Sor- 
bonne text affiliated with a different recension of the gloss ? 


3) Denifle had observed the existence of such different re- 
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censions. It is remarkable that in the question: Ecclesia dici- 
tur ab Abel incepisse, the Laurentian text is much nearer that 
of the St. Victor MS of the Questiones. Note the frequent addi- 
tions in the Paris MS 14443, while the Laurentian text and the 
St. Victor agree. Again in the question: De hoc verbo: Coarc- 
tor ex duobus, the materials are organized in the same order in 
these two texts, while the Paris Bibl. nat. lat. 14443 gives them 
in a different sequence. This is not very evident from our 
collation, because this latter MS was used as the basis. If the 
St. Victor text of the Questiones and the Laurentian excerpts 
were placed in parallel columns, the ideas would follow in the 
same order, which is not the case in the parallels as we give 
them. 

4) Not only in the Questiones but in the gloss there are fre- 
quent references to the authority of the Magister. This with 
other indications points to both works as reportationes. 


Three cross-references from the Questiones*? to the Com- 
mentary on the Magna Glosatura seemed to establish the 
priority of the gloss to the Questiones. We could therefore 
look on the Questiones as mere excerpts from the gloss, particu- 
larly if both reports were made by the same bachelor, who 
would do his best to avoid work. It is a tantalizing question, 
and not nearly so simple as it seems. In the first place, with 
different recensions of the gloss, and an involved manuscript 
tradition for the Questiones, it is very difficult to decide the 
question of priority. If the Questiones refer back to the gloss, 
the gloss clearly cites the Questions. In the Salzburg MS 
Peterstift A. X-19, p. 64, on I. Cor. III, we read: “ Hx hoc 


habetur quod aliquod peccatum, etiam quoad culpam, remittatur 
in purgatorio. Istud patet in questiontbus.” Again on I. Cor. 
XIII we read: “ Hoc patet in questionibus, scilicet utrum 


52 Landgraf, “ Echtheitsfragen bei Stephan von Langton,” Philosophisches 
Jahrbuch 40 (1927), 307. 
cit. p. 85. 
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caritas sola maneat, et alie evacuantur.” On Col I * Langton 
again refers back to his Questiones, as he does on I. Tim. I. 
Thus we may safely suppose a series of Questiones before the 
gloss, as well as a group of Questiones following it. 

We have given in our last article reasons for believing that 
the Questiones represent the disputes following Langton’s lec- 
tures. This is confirmed by the frequency with which his gloss 
postpones the discussion of problems for the dispute. 


“Sed de hoe in disputatione” (p. 9). 


De hoc tamen plenius in disputatione ” ; 5° “nec tamen plene solvimus 
que de ydolatria hic possent solvi et queri, que in disputatione plenius 
sunt discutienda”;*? “ista sunt plenius dicenda cum disputatur de 
ficte accedente ad baptismum ” ; 58 “de hoc in disputatione; tamen ad 
expediens dicimus quod iusti preponendi, ubi non intervenerit alia cir- 
cumstancia ” ; °° “sed quomodo resurrectio Christi causa fuit nostre, 
cum fuerunt multi iusti ante; preterea quomodo est causa generalis 
resurrectionis, hoc discutiendum in disputatione”; ®° “de hoc, scilicet 
utrum potentia credendi sit naturalis aut stricte gratuita, discutiendum 


in disputatione ” 


This series of texts—and the list could be lengthened—is an 
additional proof to the close relations between gloss and Ques- 
tiones. We have not been able, for the reasons already given, 
to identify these references to the Questiones, nor to continue 
our researches on this important problem, but we can indicate 
the steps which must be taken: 


a) The collation of all the MSS of Langton’s gloss on the 


54'MS cit. p. 159: “Sed cum Adam fuerit malus, quare mala civitas non 
incepit esse ab eo potius quam a Chain? Ideo scilicet quia licet fuerit 
malus, non tamen reprobus nec finaliter malus sicut Chain. Hoc patet in 
questione.” It is worthy of note that all, except the last phrase: “ Hoc 
patet in questione ”, is found in the Paris, Bibl. nat. lat. 14443. 

55MS cit. p. 177: “Caritas vero est radix eductione vel informatione, 
sine qua omnia arefiunt sicut arbor in radice. Hoe patet in questionibus.” 

5° MS cit. p. 37. 5° MS cit. p. 132. 

57 MS cit. p. 74. MS cit. p. 155. 

58 MS cit. p. 112. *1 MS cit. p. 176. 
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Magna Glosatura, so as to disentangle the various recensions 
and to arrange them in the order of composition. How stu- 
pendous is this task may be gathered from the size of the gloss 
in the Paris Bibl. nat. lat. 14443: 250 sheets of a great in folio, 
written on double columns in a crabbed hand. It took six 
weeks to read it, even in a hurried fashion. 


b) The identification and listing of the Questiones which 
may be found in the commentary—a task which Dr. Gregory 
has decided to undertake. 


c) The collation of Langton’s Questiones with the parallel 
materials which may be found. 


III. 


Leaving aside our minor conclusions we can affirm with 
certainty : 


1) The text of the gloss and that of the Questiones are at 
times the same when they both treat of theological matters in 
the form of the dispute. 


2) A series of texts, in addition to the parallels above men- 
tioned, show the intimate relation between the lectio and dis- 
putatio. 


3) As we possess different collections of Langton’s Ques- 


tiones, so we have different recensions of his gloss on the Lom- 


bard’s Magna Glosatura. 


From these meager facts we would like to sketch a whole 
theory of composition touching the collections of theological 
material called Questtones. The problem to be solved is not so 
distinctly Langtonian; here we have to deal with a different 
order in the sequence of the questions, and with a variation of 
text and doctrine within the same; this is likewise the case in 

5 
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the Summa Abendonensis,” as well as in that of Robert of 
Courcon and of the Chanter. 

The Paris of the last quarter of the twelfth century was a 
period of vigorous intellectual life. Aristotle was making his 
way into the West; his logic was putting order into theological 
science; the fresh translations from Greek and Arabic were 
ever suggesting new problems to the young minds who thronged 
the schools. They passed from one master to another, discuss- 
ing the triune God in the crossways, disputing in taverns, 
making common property of what was individual opinion. 

Instruction was given by means of the lectio, the daily ex- 
planation of the Scripture, or, at a date closely following their 
composition, of the Sentences, the Histories, and the Magna 
Glosatura; the master followed the Lombard step by step, add- 
ing, as the scriptural text suggested, the new questions which 
were current in the schools; here and there a point which 
ueeded further elucidation was indicated for the disputatio. 
We may perhaps suppose that this exercise followed each lecture, 
though there is no proof. Whenever it took place, the advanced 
students took sides on the proposed question, giving the pros and 
cons suggested by the master’s lecture, but throwing into the 
debate all their knowledge acquired in and out of the schools. 
When the debate had gone far enough, the master summed up, 
“ determined ”, often giving practical suggestions how a given 


argument could be turned. The report of this exercise was made 


by a bachelor; a collection of such reports by Geoffrey of Poi- 
tiers,°° we think, has given us the Questiones of Langton con- 


62 G. Lacombe, “La Summa Abendonensis ” in Mélanges Mandonnet (in 
press). 

68 T owe this detail to M. Marcel Dickson, whose thesis for the Ecole des 
Chartres will deal with Robert of Courcon. 

** Landgraf will make a more detailed study of the points connected with 
this question, on the authority of Cod. Lat. 3477 of the Paris Bibliothéque 
Nationale, which contains the Summa of Petrus Cantor. 

** Landgraf considers this identification of our bachelor with Geoffrey vf 
Poitiers a mere possibility. 
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tained in the St. Victor MS. We can see likewise that the 
same bachelor having to make a report of two exercises which 
treated the same matter and followed each other almost without 
interval, was tempted to utilize many of his notes, incorporating 


sections of the disputatio into his report on the commentary and 
vice versa. 

To judge by the volume of Langton’s gloss on the Magna 
Glosatura, it is very doubtful if the master finished the explan- 
ation of it in a year, or even in two years. Since this com- 
mentary was a school exercise, the normal procedure was to 
begin again with Romans after he had run through the rest of 
the Epistles, finishing with Hebrews. 

In the meantime the constant ventilation of questions in the 
schools, the mental growth which necessarily came to a master 
from the continual exercise of his reasoning power, the fresh 
material furnished by the translations from the East necessarily 
gave him a different appreciation of the subject-matter of his 
vourse. Yet like every teacher he would save as much as pos- 
sible from his old lectures. We can well picture Langton look- 
ing over his notes after a term of years; here a question would 
seem antiquated, there a fresh problem would be suggested by 
his text, here the expression he had given to his ideas still repre- 
sented his thought, there experience had taught him that in the 
solution of problems lines cannot be drawn so hard and fast, 
or again he might have taken an entirely different view of cer- 
tain questions. If St. Augustine could write a Liber Retrac- 
tationum, why refuse such a mental growth to Langton or other 
Parisian masters? Utilizing as much as possible from his old 
lectures, such giving us a substantial identity of form, he would 
introduce changes of greater or lesser consequence according to 
the rapidity of his own evolution, or that of the times, from a 
few phrases to an entirely new questio. 

In turn these revised lectures were delivered to a fresh stu- 
dent body, perhaps to another generation of young clerics, who 
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were undergoing other influences, and were perhaps more dia- 
lectical than their predecessors, Viewing the old problems from 
: new angle they might influence the master’s “ determination ”, 
forcing him to depart from the text of preceding years. 

In this theory of composition we have a very plausible ex- 
planation for the variations in doctrine found in the different 
collections of Langton’s Questiones. The theory is not made 
out of whole cloth. The manuscript tradition gives us different 
series of Questiones, the texts let us see a series of Questiones 
before the Commentary on St. Paul, and other Questzones after. 


Our parallels between questio and gloss are good proof that the 


relations between these two works are not imaginary. Denifle 


wrote of the different recensions of the gloss on the Magna 
Glosatura; we have given an example of the differences. From 
these points we are quite justified in building up a theory, in 
believing that we have found much confirmation for Mandon- 
net’s hypothesis, and in offering the comparative study of these 
two texts as a fruitful field of investigation to Langton students. 


GrorcE LAcoMBE. 


Artur LANDGRAF. 
The Catholic University of America. 


THE CAMBRIDGE MANUSCRIPT Or THE 
QUESTIONES OF STEPHEN LANGTON 


I. 


A Comparison of the Cambridge Manuscrip! wilh those 
in France 

S 57 of Saint John’s College, Cambridge, was intro- 
duced into the field of Langtonian studies by Professor 

F. M. Powicke, of Oxford. In his Stephen Langton,’ Pro- 
fessor Powicke has given a detailed description of this early 
thirteenth century manuscript, which contains the Summa 
Questionum of Magister Martinus*® (ff. 9-146), followed by 
a short swmma (ff. 147-170) and five groups of questvones 
(ff. 171-345),* ascribed to Stephen Langton. The contents of 
both the Langtonian works, together with those of Paris Bibl. 
Nat. MS lat. 14556, are given in Appendix III, where atten- 


tion is called by means of cross-references to the large amount 


1 Described by James, A Descriptive Catalogue of the manuscripts in the 
library of St. John’s College, Cambridge, pp. 74, 75. 

* Oxford, 1928, pp. 63-70. The numbers given by ‘Professor Powicke in 
his Appendix III to the Questiones in the Cambridge MS and Paris Bibl. 
Nat. MS lat. 14556 have been retained. His denotation of the five sections 
of the Questiones in C by A, B, C, D, E, has been altered to Ca, Ch, Ce, 
Cd, Ce, for the sake of clearness. Other abbreviations used are: 

A. Avranches MS 230. 

S. Paris Bibl. Nat. MS Lat. 16385 (Sorbonne). 

V. Paris Bibl. Nat. MS lat. 14556 (St. Victor). 

CH. Chartres MS 430. 

’ This work was also bound with Langton’s Questiones in V ff. 266-364, 
and with some questions which are probably Langton’s in Paris Bibl. Nat. 
MS lat. 14526, ff. 6la-14le. (v. Lacombe, “The Qwestiones of Cardinal 
Stephen Langton (II)”, in New Scholasticism, III (1929), 118). 

* ff. 345v-346v contain two lists of titles. ff. 347-352 contain 8 additional 
Langton questiones. 
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of material common to the two manuscripts.° Professor 
Powicke pointed out the characteristics which distinguish the 
Cambridge MS from those in France. The latter are each 
transcribed by a single scribe, but C is composed of groups 
of questiones in different hands. These he thought might well 
represent various collections of reports of Langton’s lectures, 
the first group, Ca, embodying a mature reliable tradition, 
while the second, Cb, contains much careless work and inferior 
material. The short swmma of 24 folios, which precedes the 
questiones in C, Professor Powicke considered to be a distinct 
work, a theological treatise of a more systematic form than 
the collection of discourses which follow it, although he feared 
that it was incomplete. At the end of the Cambridge MS are 
two lists of titles, the second of which is the list of the questiones 


5 These lists were admittedly tentative, and further work on the manu- 
scripts has revealed the following errata: 
Stephen Langton, Appendia IIT. B. 
p- 182 35. Read generandi for gubernandi. 
generare for gubernare. 
p- 184 C10. is a subheading of 9, not a separate questio. 
p. 185 28. Read personis for prelatis. 
30. ceremonialia for ceremonalia. 
35. uobis for nobis. 
37. et exercitium for antichristi (MS exerticium). 
44, transubstantiatione for transubstantione. 
89. generandi for gubernandi. 
is a subheading of 132, not a separate questio. 
Between in and completorio supply prima et. 
Read baptizatur for baptizatus. 
Supply f. 279r. 154a. Queritur utrum diabolus uelit deum 
esse. (V 130(i)). 
Read prophetarum for prophetiarum. 
propheta for prophetia. 
296r for 296v. 
confirmationis (a correction) for circumcisionis. 
feneratori for senatori. 
perseueranter for perseuerant. 
C. 
Supply f. 174v. 22. de hoe uerbo. Jnc: Super illum 
locum mathei bonus homo (C 172) (de mendatio then 
becomes V 22a). 
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in ©. The order of the subjects in the first list as a whole 
is not to be found in C, but the correspondence between the 
order of the opening titles and that of the short summa led him 
to suggest that perhaps the first table was a record of the lost 
completion of the swmma. 

In 1928 Father Lacombe ° made the discovery that the first 
part of the swmma was contained in V f. 200d, and CH f. 93v, 
and that in both cases it breaks off at de spiratione,’ a point 
little more than half way through the version in C. In CH 


23. Read deputetur (as note) for deputente. 
angelus for angelis. 
35. “ feneratori for senatori. 
46. Supply benefacere at end. 
Read deum for domini. 
51. “ operatur for aparitur. 
57. mereri for non. 
61.  fuerit for interfuerit. 
68. missione is correct. 
Supply f.207v. 69a. de innascibilitate. 
f.208r. 69b. de spiratione que est communis. (C 
f. 157v). 
f.209v. 73a. [q]luod peccata dimissa redeant 
uidetur. Inc. (C 183). 
f.212r. 76a. [I]n primis notandum est quod 
est quedam ira uenialis. Inc. (C 
150). 
87. Read tantum for tamen. 
93. negligenter for negligentia. 
97. intendis for iurendis. 
facis for fatis. 
110. inferat for infenit. 
Supply f.233v. 113a. [I]ste decedit in caritate. (C 25). 
p. 202 124. Supply uita after tota. 
p. 203 144. Inc. Sequitur, Quid est petere perseueranter. (C 237). 
The rubric is misapplied here and belongs to V 144a. 
156. Read f.259r. for f. 259v. 
204 167. speciebus for speiebus. 
Some of these errata were pointed out by Dom Lottin in Recherches de 
Théologie ancienne et médiévale (Louvain, July, 1929), p. 75. 
¢“ The Questiones of Stephen Langton ”, New Scholasticism, III (1929), 
7V f.208a, CH f.103, C f.157d. In C the summa extends to f. 170d. 
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the swmma originally preceded the questio de correptione 
fratris,> as it does in C. This first part of the Cambridge 
summa, which appears in V and CH, has more organic unity 
than the latter part, which comprises sections not unlike the 
questiones, although so far they have not been found elsewhere. 
Father Lacombe ® showed that the first table in C contains, 
not lost chapters, but an arrangement of some of the questiones 
of C in the form of a systematic swmma. 

The Cambridge manuscript is considerably bigger than its 
fellows, as it contains 271 chapters, including the contents of 
the short swmma and of the six folios which follow the tables 
at the end. It has a wider range than the other manuscripts, 
and contains more disparate elements and a greater amount 
of material peculiar to itself. A large proportion of the 75 
chapters which owe their survival to © alone is composed of 
reportationes different from those preserved elsewhere, and the 
greatest number of inferior versions is to be found in section 
Cb. 

It has been established by Father Lacombe and other students 
of Langton’s Questiones that the two Paris manuscripts S *° 
and V ™ represent different traditions. There is a small body 


(67 questions) of material common to both groups, but beyond 
that point their ways divide. The Cambridge manuscript em- 
bodies the greater part of both traditions, but is not equally 
inclined to them both in each of its sections. Thus the first 
section of the questiones in C, Ca, bears a remarkable resem- 
blance to the first part of A, as 38 of the first 45 chapters of 
the latter occur in Ca, and 7 of them in Ca alone. In addition, 


® f. 104, two chapters on the intervening folio were filled in later. 

®In New Scholasticism, III, (1929), 11. 

79'S, A, and Vat. lat. 4297 are copies of a single original, and so form 
one group, of which A, the best text, will henceforth be taken as the type. 

12'V and CH form a separate family, and have 158 questions in common. 

12C and A have 97 questions in common. C and V and CH have 146 in 
common. 
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several groups of questions are in the same order in both manu- 
scripts, particularly the big group: 


A 33-40 = Ca 45-52 *° 


Ca contains only 60 questions in all, and has the appearance 
of never having been finished. A has 45 chapters of normal 
length which can be found elsewhere, but after that point, 
where correspondence with Ca ceases, its contents degenerate 
into short, inferior versions, very few of which can be found 
verbatim in any other manuscript.** The sudden deterioration 
of A at this point is striking testimony to the weight of the 
influence exercised upon its parent manuscripts by the arche- 
type of Ca. 

The discovery in 1928 by Dr. Artur Landgraf of the Chartres 
MS *° added another member to the family of V. As Father 


Lacombe has shown, the two manuscripts are not identical, 


but have a great deal of material in common arranged in similar 


groups.*° The Cambridge MS contains more of each of them 
than they do of each other,” and these elements are fairly 
evenly distributed throughout its sections. Thus the connection 
between V-CH and Ca is less marked than between A and 
Ca,** but is greater between them and the later sections, Cb-Ce.”® 
In fact, Ce, Cd and Ce may almost be said to be composed 


#8 This group is common to V and CH: V 103-110 = CH 35-42. In addi- 
tion the following groups occur between A and Ca: 
A 9-11 = Ca 25-27. 
A 12-15=Ca 2-5. 
A 25-29 = Ca 15-19. 
* Only 21 of the last 122 questions of A are verbatim with the versions 
in other manuscripts, although a further 33 are similar. 
15 Lacombe, in New Scholasticism, III, (1929), 2. 
2°TIn New Scholasticism, III, (1929), 140-154. 
*7C and V have 159 questions in common, C and CH have 160, and V 
and CH have 158. 
18 A has 42 in Ca, V has 38, and CH has 36. 
%* A has only 55 questions of Cb-Ce, whereas V has 118, and CH has 117. 
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of material drawn from the sources used by V and CH,” and 
yet the sequence of the two latter manuscripts is only rarely 
reproduced in ©. The last three sections of C will be found 
to be a re-arrangement of material, most of which can be found 


elsewhere, according to subject association, as distinct from the 
traditional sequences embodied in A and Ca on the one hand, 
and in V and CH on the other. 

Cb, in spite of its collection of inferior reportationes peculiar 
to itself, has a large number of questiones in common with V 
and even more with CH.” It will be found to represent an 
earlier sequence than either of them, and it may be taken as 
the type of the mass from which they have evolved. CH, 
which is not so homogeneous as V, has more of the sequence 
of Ca than V has.” One of its final groups of questions, 
160-166, occurs in C only.** CH 160-162, and 165 are identical 
with the last four chapters of the six folios bound after the 
tables in C. The two intervening chapters in the Chartres 
MS, CH 163 and 164, can be found at the end of Ca (as Ca 
56 and 56a), among the few questions which were added 
there after the original work was interrupted. The juxta- 
position of these two groups in CH makes it possible that 
there is some connection between the end folios of C and the 


*° Only 10 questions are peculiar to these last sections of C:—2 to Ce, 
8 to Cd. The whole of Ce can be found elsewhere. V has 28 in Cc, 15 in 
Cd, 37 in Ce, a total of 80 in Ce-Ce. CH has 24 in Ce, 16 in Cd, 35 in Ce, 
a total of 75. A has 7 in Ce, 8 in Cd, 17 in Ce, a total of only 32. 

21'V has 38 questions in common with Cb, and CH has 42. 

*2 The size of the big group of questions common to all the manuscripts 
is generally Ca 45-52, but between CH and Ca it extends to Ca 44-54 = 
CH 34-44. 

* CH 160 C f.394c. 

161 C f.350a. 
162 C f. 35le. 
163 Ca 56. 
164 Ca 56a. 
165 C f. 352a. 
166 Cb 145. 
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addition to Ca. They may have been incorporated into C 
at the same time, and it is probable that they were drawn 
from a source used particularly by CH. 

With the possible exception of CH, the Continental manu- 
scripts as such contribute little to the problem of the assembling 
of the questiones. They are uncorrected copies of traditions 
already fixed. C, on the other hand, deserves special attention 
because it contains evidence of the working up of Langtonian 
material by contemporaries. It throws much light on the revi- 


sion undergone by individual questvones before they attained 
their present form, and, as the numerous marginal glosses show, 
the manuscript itself was subjected to rigorous criticism and 
correction at the hands of scribes well acquainted with the 
original material. In this study some space is devoted first 
to the work of these commentators, as it resulted on the whole 
in the production of the most complete and the most reliable 


text. Secondly, the main sections into which the manuscript 
is divided by intervening blank folios are considered separately, 
for they possess such varying characteristics that they suggest, 
if not separate origins, at least independent treatment of the 
material before it was transcribed into its present forms. 

It is fairly well established that the Questiones are the pro- 
duct of the last period of Langton’s career as a teacher of 
theology in Paris. They must have been written and delivered 
in a preliminary form at the turn of the century, when his 
public career began. The date a quo is suggested by internal 
evidence. In a questio on the right of possession of ecclesi- 
astical goods, Langton cites the example of the ransom provided 
for King Richard I by the English Church in 1193.7 On 
another occasion he mentions the scandal caused by the revela- 
tions of secret sin in the public confessions to which the preacher 


**Ca f. 195d: de bonis ecclesie subveniendum est regi, sicut quando 
ecclesia anglicana redemit Ricardum regem anglorum. 
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Fulk of Neuilly roused the people of Paris in the closing years 
of the twelfth century.” These two events were therefore past 
history when the Questiones were being written. An examina- 
tion of the Cambridge MS will be found to furnish three hints, 
one as to the date of a personal revision of the Questiones by 
Langton himself, and two as to the date of the manuscript. 
At the end of a passage of Ca 45, marked by a corrector as 


an interpolation, is a reference to the fact that Langton’s father 


was lying dangerously ill at the time, so ill that he was likely 
to die.® It is probable that Henry Langton died about 1210,” 
and so, unless this case is hypothetical, it is a proof that the 
Questiones were being revised at the period which Langton 
spent in exile at Pontigny.** The other hints are given by the 
last corrector through whose hands the Cambridge MS passed. 
He states, in a marginal note, that he had listened to Stephen 
of Rheims, and so he must have been in Paris before 1221, 
when the Dean of the Chapter of Paris died.” He also 
quotes the opinion of the Precentor of Saint Paul’s, Benedict 
of Sansetun, who became Bishop of Rochester in 1215.*° The 
Cambridge MS was therefore probably completed and finally 
corrected during the first fifteen years of the thirteenth century, 
a fact which brings it nearer to the originals in date as well 
as in fact than any of the Continental manuscripts. 


*° Cd f. 313d: Posset queri utrum ocultus usurarius coram publico pre- 
dicatore dum publice predicat teneatur publice confiteri . . . videtur quod 
scandalum faciat cum sit ocultus peccator et ita peccat, licet multi coram 
domino Fulcone ita facerent. Cf. Lecoy de la Marche, La Chaire Frangaise 
au Moyen Age (Paris, 1886), pp. 75, 76. 

*° Ca f. 208d: Licite volo patrem meum non mori, qui iacet infirmus . . . 
Posito quod de illa infirmitate moriatur. See below, section III. 

27 Cf. F. M. Powicke, op. cit., pp. 8, 167. 

28 Cf. F. M. Powicke, op. cit., pp. 75, 76. 

°C f.317r (in right-hand margin): Audivi Magistrum Stephanum 
Remensem dicentem quod nichil proderant relaxationes ... (in the hand 
of the last corrector of C). For Stephen of Rheims, see Lecoy de la Marche, 
op. cit., p. 78. See below, section II. 

80 Cf. 314v. For the Precentor, see D.N.B. 
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II. 


The Commentators of the Cambridge Manuscript 


That the Cambridge MS was considered by contemporaries 
to contain an important text, is shown by the numerous 
marginalia, which deal with a variety of subjects. The cor- 
rection and revision of the text are the most important for 
the purpose of this chapter, but there are also many biblio- 
graphical notes, in which references are made to further 
authorities, those given in the text corrected, and arguments 
of contemporary scholars who differ from the author cited. 
Personal opinions are frequently expressed, sometimes in the 
form of long discussions on the subject treated in the text, 
which probably record the train of thought pursued by a reader, 
sometimes as little notes of appreciation, corroboration or dis- 
approbation jotted down by a corrector as he read through 
the book. These glosses appear in several hands and in as 
many colors of ink, but investigation shows that there were 


four principal commentators who worked under the super- 


vision of a master. They were responsible for the revision 
of the text and for the assembling of the sections, and their 
notes are therefore not casual, but essential to an understanding 
of the manuscript.** 

The master who supervised the putting together of the 
Cambridge MS deserves the gratitude of scholars for having 
left to them a mediaeval text in which the evidences of his 
careful editing remain. From these much information im- 
portant for textual criticism can be gathered. He was chiefly 
concerned with the Langton Questiones,*” but his hand appears 


** The manuscript naturally contains some notes by casual readers. 
Glosses in hands other than those of the regular correctors appear, for 
example, on ff. 173r, 180r, 188v, 215v, 236r. 

*? ff. 171-345. 
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frequently in the margins of the short Summa“ preceding 
the Questiones, and also in those of the Summa of Magister 
Martinus.** Abundant traces of his direction on various matters 
survive in pencilled notes, and his more important remarks 


were perpetuated in ink by two amanuenses, and these too 
occur throughout the manuscript, although more profusely in 
the latter part of it. It is probable that his supervision of 
the work was very close, and that the manuscript came many 
times into his hands before it was finished. There is little 
evidence that he had any say in deciding which questions 
were to be copied, or the order they were to follow, but the 
manuscript seems to have come under his direction when the 
greater part of it was copied and perhaps partially corrected. 
He then went through the Langton swmma and questiones very 
carefully, numbering the quires, correcting slips in the text 
and writing in omitted sentences. He gave titles to most of 
the chapters,** and the one or two cases when they were not 
adopted nevertheless show that he had an intimate knowledge 
of the subject.** He supplied quotations which baffled the scribe, 
and he sprawled them in pencil by the side of the spaces left 
in the text.°° He made free with his pencil when reading 


83 ff. 147-140. 

54 ff, 9-146. 

°° In a few cases the rubric indications were first given in pencil, but in 
a straight upright hand, e. g., f. 179. 

*¢E. g. In C the two chapters on tithe are contiguous, but only the first 
is rubricated, so that there appears to be one long questio. The master 
knew that there were two lectures there, for at the point where the second 
begins (f. 340d.) he put in the margin: alia de eodem, although no notice 
was taken of it by his copyists. In V the chapters are separate: 34, f. 181b, 
131, f. 243b. 

*7 E. g. f. 199a. After the words: Item. super illum locum ieremie, the 
scribe left a space, filled by the amanuensis from a pencil note in the mar- 
gin with the quotation: edificauerunt excelsa tophel, qui est in ualle filii 
ennon, ut incenderent filios suos. [Jer. 7: 31]. In the case of the chapter 
on resurrection (Cb 105) the space still exists in the text although the 
master put the missing words in pencil in the margin. His amanuensis, 
instead of filling them into the text, repeated them in the right-hand mar- 
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through the work, sometimes scribbling idly in the margin,** 
once writing out a whole alphabet, and, when reading a chapter 
on conjugal relations inscribing a pencilled ‘amor’ in the 
lower margin.*® On occasion he expressed himself in lengthy 
notes, some of which were not copied in ink, and which are 
now nearly effaced.*° 

A clue to the master’s identity is supplied by an amanuensis 
who repeated many of his notes in a small cursive handwriting, 
and in ink that is now brown. The incident affords direct 
testimony to the master’s authority over the scribes who were 
correcting the manuscript. At one point in the questio on the 
death and resurrection of Lazarus,** the corrector was left to 
use his own initiative about the filling in of a gap in the text, 
and his efforts far from satisfied his supervisor. The scribe who 
wrote the chapter in the shapely black handwriting which is 
characteristic of Ca, left a space of 4 lines about 10 lines 
from the beginning. When this questio came into the hands 
of the amanuensis, the space was still blank, and he was forced 
to turn to the manuscript copied by the scribe to remedy the 
deficiency. He put into the text what he found there, a loose 
and clumsy paragraph, which had been rejected or not under- 
stood by the scribe, and which not only filled the space the 
latter had left, but overflowed into the right-hand margin, 
where some of it is lost in the stitching. The paragraph in 
question is the following: 

Quidam *? non solum premissam argumentationem dicunt esse falsam, 


sed etiam hance: ‘ Iste decedit in caritate non iterum suscitandus ad sta- 
tum uiatoris, ergo saluabitur;’ habuit enim secundum eos instantiam in 


gin (f. 243b) : dicimus ergo quod resurrectio (non est naturali sed) miracu- 
losa. (The brackets enclose the words from the margin.) 

E. g. f. 302v. 

8° f. 319v. 

“OE. g. ff. 192v, 186r, 194r, 250r, 257r, 258r, ete. 

“Ca 25, f. 192d. 

*2f, 192d. 
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abraam ante incarnationem, quia contingens erat tune filium dei esse 
incarnandum, et ** etiam ergo humanum saluandum uel liberandum, et 
ita abraam existens in caritate poterat eternaliter esse in limbo et hoe 
dixit prepositinus; unde secundum eum licet abraam finaliter decessis- 
set in caritate, poterat tamen non saluari et si uerum esset eum deces- 
sisse finaliter in caritate; alii dicunt, ut magister Pet[rus] de corbollo, 
q[uod] ultima argumentatio e[st] necessaria, sed ut dicunt sicut genus 
humanum n[on] poterat redi[mi] nisi per mort[em Christi] ita nec 
liberar[i nec] saluari, et{con]eedunt quod ex quo adam comedit uetitum 
uel sall[. . .] ex quo illud primum fuit ei dimissum [et] non filium 
domini fuisse incarnandum. 


The text was obviously content with the indefinite method, so 
dear to mediaeval scholars, of referring to authorities: Quidam 


dicunt, ‘some people say that a man who dies in a state of 
grace need not of necessity be saved’. The inserted passage 
is a clumsy attempt to make the reference more specific, and 
to associate it with the names of Prepositinus and of Peter 


of Corbeil. 


The master was dissatisfied with this meandering explana- 
tion, and revised the whole paragraph, rearranging two phrases 
from the insertion and omitting the end. He went back to 
the first controversial point, the first Quidam dicunt in the 
text, and made a more definite statement: ‘Some people make 
an opinion out of that put forward by Prepositinus and Peter 
of Corbeil’, which he then gave in a concise form: 


Quidam unam opinionem ex opinione Prepositini et Petri corbo- 
liensis faciunt, dicentes hane argumentationem esse falsam: ‘ Iste 
decedit in caritate finaliter ergo saluabitur;’ habuit enim secundum 
eos instantiam ** in abraam ante incarnationem, quia contingens erat 
filium dei esse incarnandum, et ut dicunt sicut genus humanum non 
potuit redimi nisi per mortem filii dei ita nee liberari nee saluari; 
unde secundum eos licet abraam finaliter decessisset in caritate poterat 


** Beginning of the passage supplied by the corrector. 
** This word is obviously intended here, as in the text, but the sign on 
the schedule is not clear. 
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tamen non saluari, et si uerum esset ipsum decessisse finaliter in 
caritate. 


This version the amanuensis wrote on a schedule,*® as he had 
already used up all available space on the folio with his first 
insertion. In explanation of the repetition, and in order to 
justify himself, he left a significant note at the end: ‘So it 
was before in the quire, but Master H. says that this does 
not make sense, and so he made me correct it ’.*° 

The identity of Master H. has not yet been established. He 
was an intelligent man, greatly learned in all that concerned 
the Questiones and intensely interested both in the details of 
their text and in their subject-matter. His knowledge of 
them in their present and in their previous form was so inti- 
mate that he could supply phrases and revise passages which 
were beyond the capacity of the scribes and correctors. The 
care with which the Cambridge MS is edited, so much greater 
than that expended on any other existing manuscript of the 


Questiones, points to his having been a scholar very deeply 
concerned in the production of an accurate text. His altera- 
tions are so authoritative, and accepted with so little question, 
that one is tempted to think that he may have been a pupil 
or a friend of Langton’s working perhaps under the eye of the 
master either at Pontigny or at Canterbury. In any case it 


‘© This was tucked into the manuscript and has existed there for 600 
years without a fastening of any kind. 

*6*Tta prius erat in quaterno. Sed magister H. dicit hoc nullum dicere, 
et ita fecit me corrigere’. This is the last line on the schedule. I am 
indebted to Dr. A. G. Little for the reading m. H., which thus provides the 
one clue to the identity of the master of C, and for the suggestion that the 
latter may have been Master Henry of Sandford. Known as the Great 
Philosopher, Master Henry was Archdeacon of Canterbury from 1202-26, 
when he became Bishop of Rochester, but he was also closely associated 
with Langton, and one of the executors of his will (Close Rolls, 1227-31, p. 
110). See Le Neve, Fasti Eccl. Angl. I, 38; II, 560; Wharton, Anglia 
Sacra, I, 347, 348, 390; Matthew of Westminster, Flores Hist. II, 189, 
203; F. N. Powicke, op. cit., 18, 160n., 214. 
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is more than likely that he served his apprenticeship to the 
Archbishop at some point in his career. 

In the versions of the Lazarus questio in the St. Victor * 
and Sorbonne ** manuscripts there is no evidence of hesitation 
or alteration—they embody a tradition already fixed. This 
is a combination of the text of Ca 25 before the gap and of 
the schedule. V and S both retain the non-committal Quidam, 
as in the text of Ca 25, omitting any mention of names, but 
otherwise their version is almost identical with that of the 
schedule, and contains no trace of the first insertion in Ca.* 
It is further evidence of the authoritative nature of the super- 
vision exercised by the ‘master’ of C, that so much of his 
correction should have become traditional. 

The main duty of this first amanuensis,"° who provided the 
clue to his supervisor’s identity, was to carry out Master H.’s 
orders concerning the manuscript, for he spent most of his 


time writing over the marginalia in ink,” marking the places 


in the text where omitted phrases were to be inserted,’ correct- 


47V 113a, f. 233d. 

“8S 9, f. 12d, A 9, f. 219a, Vat. lat. 4297 ix, f. 8v. 

«9S, f. 12d, A, f. 219a: 

Quidam non solum premissam® argumentationem dicunt esse falsam.> 
Sed etiam hance: ‘iste decedit in caritate, non iterum suscitandus ad 
statum uiatoris ergo saluabitur’; habuit enime secundum eos instanciam 
in abraham ante incarnationem, quia contingens erat tunc filium dei esse 
incarnandum; et ut dicunt sicut* genus humanum non poterate redimi 
nisi per mortem filii dei, ita nec liberari nec saluari. Vnde secundum eos 
licet abraham finalitef decessissetf in caritate poteratf tamenf non saluari 
etiamg si uerumh esset ipsumi decessisse (finaliter in caritate) ji. 

a. V. predictam. b. V falsum. c. So V, A and §S have et. d. Omitted 
by V. e. V potest. ff. Order reversed in V. g. V et. h. V necessarium. 
i. V eum. j. V sic. 

5°T use the term ‘amanuensis’ for the two clerks who repeated Master 
H.’s remarks in ink. The first used brown ink, the second, who is the final 
commentator of the MS, used pale ink. The other scribe who did so much 
correction of the text, but never repeated the pencil notes, I refer to as a 
‘ corrector ’. 

8. E. g. ff. 187v, 203v, 208r, 250v, 276r, and C passim. 

52K. g. ff. 172r, 176r, 191lv, 192r, 194v, and C passim. 
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ing spelling and grammar, and copying into the spaces in the 
text the quotations supplied in pencil in the margin.** He 
put in the official rubric indications, copying those given by 
his master, but as his own neat headings were written near the 
edge of the parchment only a few remain, the rest having been 
cut off by the binders.* In addition he made a number of 
alterations for which he had not the pencil’s authority,” parti- 
cularly in section Cb, where he did most of the general cor- 
rection of the text. Among his bibliographical notes are two 
references to Langton’s Commentary on the Lombard’s Col- 
lectanea in Emstolam ad Romanos.” He was also responsible 
for the cross-references which are found in Cb marking those 
chapters which occur in other parts of the manuscript.’ His 
mark generally took the form of su-pra, in the margin, with 
a line down the side of the chapter, but in the case of Cb 75, 
he left the note: supra aliomodo. 

It is possible that the text of C was partially corrected 
before Master H. inspected it, but a great deal was done after- 


5° In one case the master had not given the quotation, and the corrector 
refused to look it up. A space was left after the incipit of Ca 41, f. 204d: 
Qveritur ad quid ualeant bona opera extra caritatem facta. Solet dici quod 
ualent ad tria: ad diminutionem pene eterne, vnde super illum locum... 
valent etiam ad bonum temporale, opposite which he wrote: non scribatur. 

54 E. g. Ca 7, f. 177c, where the rubric indication is partly cut off. 

55K. g. ff. 213r, 220v, and C passim. 

56 Opposite the statement (f. 220b): Item auctoritas: natura humana 
nec potuit iustificari nec redimi nisi per sanguinem filii, he wrote: de hoc 
in postillis super epistolam ad romanos. In Bibl. Nat. MS lat. 14443, 
which contains Langton’s Commentary on the Pauline Epistles, this sub- 
ject is treated on ff. 262b, 265b, 267c. In the margin of Ch 65, De Scandalo, 
he left the note: de scandalo sufficientius in epistola ad romanos (f.221b), 
a reference to the longer questio to be found on f.288 of Bibl. Nat. MS 
lat. 14443. 

On the subject: quod alius modus liberationis humane erat deo possi- 
bile, he referred to Peter of Corbeil: sic exponebat petrus corboliensis post 
Senonensis (f. 220b). 

In the margin of Master Martin’s Summa, f. 59r, this corrector wrote a 
long note, beginning: huic opinioni consentit Magister S. de Langueton’. 

57 Ch 63, f. 220d; 75, f. 225d; 94, f. 238a; 95, f. 238c; 143, f. 270b. 
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wards. From f. 17ir to f. 194v this work was executed in an 
upright hand in light brown ink, which is not found elsewhere 
except perhaps in Ca 58.°° From f. 199r™ the textual cor- 
rection of the whole of the subsequent manuscript except section 
Cb (which, as has already been stated, was corrected by the 
first amanuensis) was carried out in a fine pointed hand, in 
dark brown, almost black, ink. The owner of this hand was 
entrusted with the copying of section Ce, and then the whole 
of the material for the manuscript (the copies which are now 
the sections Ca to Ce, and the manuscripts from which they 
were copied) seems to have been handed over to him. It was 
his task to complete the correction of the text and to compile 
the index from the rubric indications put in by the master 
and his amanuensis. The rubrics themselves had not yet been 
put in. His collation of Ca with its original revealed to him 
that certain passages, copied into the text, had not always 
formed part of it, and these he marked with a line, ard the 
note ‘hoc interpositum est’.°° In some cases he added para- 
graphs to the end of chapters, noting that they were interposita 
or superaddita. In others he completed the questions by add- 
ing two or three lines in the space before the next chapter 
begins. Ca 44 has such an addition which must have been 
made after the title had been put in in pencil in the margin. 
Ca 44 ended three lines or so from the foot of the second column 
on f. 207r, and opposite the space thus left the pencil had 
written de imolatione ysaac, the title for the chapter which 
begins on the next page. Then the corrector added his few 
lines, taking up all the space to the end of the column, so that 


5°f. 218r’. Cf. Powicke, op. cit., p. 65. Besides his correction of the 
text, this scribe wrote two long bibliographical notes in the margins of 
f.171r: Nota glosam illam Jeronimi ... , and Vnde B. dicit super para- 
bolam. ... Once his disgust at the amount of correction necessary was 
expressed in the note: In hac questione multas corrigendas adhuc. (f. 193r). 

5° A few notes in this hand appear from f.19lv. onwards. 

°° For a further discussion of the interposita, see below, section III. 
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the rubricator, who followed him, was forced to write his 
rubric above the first line of the chapter at the top of the page.” 
Collation with other manuscripts shows that they contain the 
explicits thus provided by the corrector. It is not possible 
to draw final conclusions as to the reason for these additions 
in ©. The scribes who copied the chapters may, of course, 
have omitted them, or the manuscript, or part of it, may have 
been corrected from a different source. 

Master H., in all probability, greatly regretted entrusting so 
much to the man who wrote the pointed hand, for not only 
were his corrections of the early part of C not thorough, but 
Ce, the section which he copied entirely, was found to be full 
of faults. It was necessary for the two scribes, who generally 
acted as amanuenses for the master, to check it very carefully. 
His greatest mistake, however, was made in transcribing the 
table of contents of C. Among the material confided to him 
there must have been two lists of titles, one of which was that 
of the Langton part of the Cambridge manuscript as it was 
intended to be put together. The other, now the first ‘index’ 
in C, was a list of Langtonian titles arranged systematically 
in the form of a summa theologica. It bears a close relation 
to the later parts of C (Cc, Cd and Ce), and is in fact an 
amplification of them with the aid of chapters from Ca and Cb. 
It will be dealt with at length when those sections are under 
consideration.” Nevertheless, it is not an index to any part 


of C, and so ought not to have been included in it. Having 


found it, however, he copied it on to the end of Ce, his own 
section, which, presumably, he had received back after the 
master had put in the chapter headings and the list of them 
had been made. He thus filled up the last column of f. 345v, 


*2 In Cb phrases were occasionally added to chapters by the first amanu- 
ensis, who was responsible for most of the correction of the text of that 
section. 

®2 See below, section V. 
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and two narrow ones on a fresh folio, after which he copied 
in the complete list of the Langton questiones in C. What- 
ever he was intended to do with the first list, he certainly 
had no business to add either it or the second list to Ce, for 
if he had taken intelligent notice of the order of the titles in 
the second list (i.e., the table of contents of C), he would 
have seen that the three quires of Ce were intended to precede 
Cd, which, in the second index, is put at the end of the table 
of chapters of C. When the work was given back to Master 
H. for his final inspection before binding, the latter would 
find that he could not carry out his original intention of putting 
Ce between Ce and Cd. To do so would have been to bind 
the manuscript with the index in the middle instead of at the 
end. In an endeavor to make the best of a bad business, the 
master caused the book to be bound with Cd between Ce and Ce, 
so that the index came at the end, and directed his amanu- 
ensis to indicate a new order in the list of the chapters of C, 
the second index, so that it might represent the present order 
of the questiones in the manuscript. 

The master appears to have examined the manuscript in 
detail again after the mistake had been made with the indices, 
for in re-reading Ca he put in several references to the first 


list.°* He altered an occasional chapter heading in the text, 
crossing out the one he had put first, which however, is still 


to be found in the index. In these cases the rubricator, who 
followed this later perusal, reproduced the second title.®* He 


**In the table of contents of C, the quire number is given in Roman 
figures before the first chapter of each quire. Thus originally the three 
numbers for the quires of section Ce were xviij, xviiij, xx, which had 
therefore to be altered to xx, xxj, xxij; those of Cd were xxj, xxij, and 
were altered to xviij, xviiij. The position in the list of the last two quires 
of course could not be altered, and the titles of Cd are still at the end, 
but the amanuensis who carried out the alteration put a line in brown ink 
to show where they come in the manuscript. 

** These are given in full below in section V of this chapter. 

®. g. Ca 52, f.213b; the first title in pencil, crossed out, de corruptione 


Alys L. Gregory 183 


made frequent references to authorities, not always favorable, 


as in the case of the note on Ca 39 (Utrum uentale sit aliud 


quam pene obnoxietas et qualiter habeat dimitti et utrum 


uentale habeat reatum): Nota Simon tournacensis contra- 


6 


rium; °° and sometimes they referred to remarks of his con- 


temporaries which he himself had heard: ‘I have heard Lord 


Innocent III saying ...’* or ‘Master Simon used to 


Master H. put in a few cross-references, once to a chapter 


9 


in Master Martin’s Summa,” and twice he noted in the index 


chapters which could be found again above or below.” The 
most striking instance of this is the connection which he points 


naturalium, appears in the index; the second title, also in pencil, Utrum 
bonum naturale per peccatum corrumpatur, is rubricated. Ca 8, f.178b, 
also has two titles in pencil, one, de effectu baptism/, is in the index, and 
the other, De fictione et quare eucharistia iteretur et non baptismus, is the 
rubric. Ca 51, f.212a, has a title in pencil which is crossed out: de vij 
donis spiritus sancti, a short form of which occurs in the index: de donis, 
while the rubric follows the second pencil indication: Quare potius dicantur 
esse vij dona spiritus sancti quam patris et fil. Ch 136, f.264v, has two 
titles in pencil, the one, de operibus furiosi, appearing nowhere else, 
the other, Utrum furiosus peccet, reproduced both in the index and in 
the rubric. Ca 48, f.210b, has two titles in pencil, which are reproduced 
(1) de articulis fidei, in the index, (2) Utrum antiqui patres crediderint 
eosdem articulos penitus quos et nos credimus, in rubric. Cb, 95, f. 238c, 
de stimulo pauli et eius petitione, is another version of Ca 13, f. 182b, and 
was therefore marked supra by the first amanuensis. The master was so 
much aware of the connexion between the two chapters that he began to 
write the title of Ca 13 in the lower margin of f.238v, but stopped: de 
stimulo pauli et oratione ut. Ca 13 continues: ut stimulus amoueretur. 

f, 203v. 

°7 f£,184d (foot): Audiui dominum Innocentium tercium dicentem quod 
Christus secundum quod homo consentiet gratiam dimittebat peccata ... 

*° Opposite the incipit of Cb 95, De stimulo pauli et eius petitione, f. 238c, 
the master wrote in pencil in the left hand margin: de hoc in martini 
summa. 

7 Ca 58, f.218a: De hoc nomine deus, is marked in the index in pencil 
infra, probably a reference to Ce 157, f.283c: De nominibus essentialibus 
ut de hoc nomine deus. Ce 186, f.302a: Vtrum ueniale habeat reatum is 
marked in the index in pencil supra, a reference to Ca 39, f. 203a. 
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out between Ca 31,"* and Ca 46. On first reading through 
the Questiones, the master had made a note, in the lower mar- 
gin, copied in brown ink by the first amanuensis, referring to 
the paragraph: Item queritur utrum quelibet mala actio suum 
proprium et distinctum habeat reatum...." It is to the 
following effect: 


// ici potest quod confessus in fornicationem instantaneus et in 
illo contraitur reatus, actioni aut que sequitur consensum, deputatur 
aliquid tempus a natura in quanto tempore non crescit reatus ratione 
durationis, sed si procuretur maius crescet ratione procurationis uel 
fornicationis, erat alius ex procuratione et aliquantum tempus debetus 
ipsi procurationi, sic et actioni debebatur et ita numquam erat reperire 
infinita tanta. 


When he came later to Ca 46, he found the paragraph: 


Preterea quando incipit esse ille unicus reatus si in fine uel in medio 
actionis. Sed possibile est istum prius mori et ita male egisse sine 
reatu. Si in principio actionis certe possibile est tune mori et ita 
habere reatum actualem sine actione. Preterea ex hoe sequitur quod 
ex nulla actione precise contrahitur reatus quia qualibet alia est 
minor.’* 


After this a space of three lines had been left by the scribe. 
He bethought himself of the earlier chapter, and of the notes 
which he had added to it, and decided that it contained the 
solution needed here. He therefore made a sign by the side, 
and turning back to Ca 31 put the same sign there, and gave 
instructions in the margin of Ca 46 where the note could be 


found: quere solutionem supra in illa questione quid sit reatus 


et an sit differentia inter maculam et reatum ubi est hoc sig- 
num “/- et incipit dict potest. So much in pencil, which was 
repeated by a second amanuensis, in a cursive hand like the 


1 £.198a: Quid sit reatus et an sit differentia inter maculum et reatum. 

72 f,209a: Vtrum circumstantia agrauet peecatum et de circumstantiis 
circa bonum opus. 

78 f,198c. 

74 C, f. 209c. 
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master’s, in an ink that is now very pale. This amanuensis 
continued the incipit a little further: dici potest quod confessus 
in fornicationem instantaneus est et in illo contraitur reatus 
ete.’° Turning back to f. 198c, he repeated the master’s sign 
there in ink, and, approving the solution to which the reference 
was made, he added a little note to that effect in his pale ink: 
et hoc credo esse uerum.” 

It was at this stage in the proceedings that the rubrication 
was carried out, the titles being copied, as has been proved, 
from the indications in the margins, and not from the index. 
The rubricator was very careful, and as a result there are fewer 
misapplied titles in C than in the other manuscripts. His mis- 
takes were corrected by the second amanuensis who used pale 
ink.” This man seems to have been the last of the five main 
correctors, the one to whom the Cambridge manuscript was 
submitted for a thorough, final inspection. His work was of a 
nature similar to that done earlier by the first amanuensis. 
He copied in pale ink notes put in by the master in pencil at 


his second big examination of the book,’* and finally corrected 


all the sections. His alterations are fewest in the parts which 
had received most correction before, as in Ca, and are more 
frequent in certain parts of Cd and Ce.” On occasion he cor- 
rected the alterations of previous scribes, particularly those 


75 Ibid. Left hand margin. 

7° C. f. 198d. 

77 The title of Ca 5, f.175d: Utrum omnia opera ex eadem caritate non 
crescente (siue in eodem statu manente) procedentia sint equalis premii 
meritoria siue opera sint paric sie non, appears in full in pencil in the 
lower margin. The rubricator omitted the phrase in brackets, which was 
supplied in the right hand margin by the corrector in pale ink. In the 
group of questions in Cd dealing with the sacraments, the sacrament of 
which Cd 196, f. 3lla, treated, was written in pencil in the left hand mar- 
gin—confirmatio. The rubricator thinking of the title of Cd 195, on cir- 
cumcision, wrote de sacramento circumcisionis as the heading for Cd 196, 
but the wrong word was crossed out and confirmationis put in the left hand 
margin in pale ink. 

8 E. g. ff. 302v, 333r. 

™E. g. f. 307 et seq., and f. 329 et seq. 
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made by the copyist of Ce *° to whom so much responsibility 
was given. Once or twice he filled in an entry omitted from 
the index.** He added a note to the effect that a passage had 
been interpolated in Ca 22,** a passage overlooked by the cor- 
rector who marked the rest of the interposita. He seems to 
have been a man of considerably more independence, and to 
have been more widely read, than the first amanuensis, for, in 
addition to his copying and correction, he made several cross- 
references, jotted down his own opinions about the text, and 
noted those of other authorities which he had read or heard. 
He marked two additional chapters as occurring elsewhere in 
C,** and he remembered what he had read, as when, finding the 
following statement in Cb 87, De ignorantia: 


// Et notandum quod aliud est macula, aliud reatus. Macula enim 
est deformitas que est in anima, reatus est obnoxietas; ex hoe soluitur 
contrarietas auctoritatum que uidetur esse de reditu peccatorum . . .** 


he wrote in the margin: Nota breuem solutionem illarum auc- 
toritatum que utdetur contrarie in questione de reditu pecca- 


torum.** On another occasion he read in a questio on servile 
fear at the beginning of Ca: °° 


8° KE. g. f. 212d: Vsus uero doni s[ ... ] est cognitio trinitatis et uni- 
tatis. The s[ ...] is illegible, and was corrected in the right hand 
margin by the corrector with the fine hand to scientie. This was crossed 
out in pale ink, and sapientie substituted. 

82 A short form of the title of Ca 5 was put into a space in the index by 
this corrector: Vtrum omnia opera ex eadem caritate procedentia sint 
equalis premii meritoria siue opera sint paria sive non. He also supplied 
the title of Cb 109, which is not rubricated: Utrum aliquod nomen proprie 
dicatur De Deo, in a marginal note in the index. 

82 C f. 190b, hoc interpositum est. 

8° Cb 149, f.273d: de wolumtate dei et signis, is marked in the index: 
Supra de eodem, a reference to Ca 42, f.205d. Ce 222, f.329b: Quare 
bonum factum extra caritatem non ualeat isti quando habebit caritatem, 
has the note in the right hand margin in pale ink: Supra re hiis, a 
reference to Ca 43, f. 206a. 

f. 231d. 

86 The passage occurs near the beginning of Cb 67, f. 222b. 

8° Ca 2, f.172a: de timore seruili. 
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Si quis deuitat tabernam tantummodo propter hoc ne impediatur 
luerari fodiendo uel negotiando, istud est a spiritu sancto, immo ex 
cupiditate. Istud notauimus plenius super illud uerbum prime ad 
corinthios, Siue manducatis, siue bibitis, uel aliud quid facitis, omnia 
in gloria dei facite. Ibi enim disputauimus de fine actionum.®* 


When he came to Cb 103, f. 242b, de fine actionum, he made a 
note of the connection: Nota et est utile ad questionem de 


serutlt tvmore.** He was fond also of putting in vague cross- 


references to questions in other parts of the manuscript, re- 
membering that he had met something similar before, but 
without troubling to look it up. For example, opposite the 
incipit of Ca 55, f. 215c, Quare omnis actio est a deo, he made 
a note: Quere in fine questionum quia ibi de hac questione est 
specialis mentio; and again in the case of Cb 115, Vtrum 
quicumque habet caritatem scat se habere,* he remarked: de 
hac questione quere infra in ultimo quaterno bene disputatum.”° 

The notes which may be held to express this final corrector’s 
own views on what he read are varied in character. He marked 
whatever struck him as interesting or noteworthy, as: Nota 
expositionem senonensis ;** or Nota multe locutiones per nega- 
tionem sunt exponende.” In the case of the questio: Utrum 
aliquis pro ueniali puniatur eternaliter,”* he stressed one fact: 
Nota maior penitentia est miungenda uxoricide quam matri- 


87 C f. 173c. 

88 f,.242v. Another example is furnished in Cb 115, f.249¢; Vtrum 
quicumque habet caritatem sciat se habere, where, on f. 250a, Augustine is 
quoted: quod uero dicit Augustinus quod omnis homo uwult esse beatus sic 
expone, id est, ipsa teatitudo commendatur a quolibet . . . opposite which 
this corrector wrote: quere supra utrum omnes uelint esse beati. (f.250b). 

8° f, 249¢. 

°° The corrector took the hint given by the incipit of Ch 115: Apostolus 
dicit: Nichil michi conscius sum, sed nec in hoc iustificatus sum, et subdit 
glosa causam quare potest enim esse quod ignoro et ita peccatum ignoratum 
potest esse quominus homo iustificetur et infra.... These vague refer- 
ences are very difficult to verify without reading the whole manuscript, and 
so far I have not been successful. 

f, 230r. 

3 f, 242r. 
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cide.** Sometimes he recorded his definite disagreement with 
a statement in the text,®° but more frequently he was content to 
point out doubtful arguments with a laconic controversia est,°° 
or Super hus dubitandum est,’ or Hec est difficilis objectio.** 
Once he tried to prove the futility of the discussion by a long 


marginal note beginning: // In hac questione ut mihi uidetur 


non est nist equivocatio . . .°*° His bibliographical notes are 


interesting, although not numerous. A certain Magister B. is 
twice quoted,*” and one Geoffrey of Tours.*** On one occasion 
he gave his own experience, very much in the manner of the 
master. Commenting on the chapter de relaxationibus he 
wrote: ‘I have heard Master Stephen of Rheims say that 
relaxations had done no good’: Audiui magistrum Stephanum 
remensem dicentem quod nichil proderant relaxationes, nisi 
quantum ipsa elemosina abseque relaxatione et penitentia factis 
uel dolus committebatur ab ecclesia, ut per hoc proniores essent 
ad bonum.*”? Stephen of Rheims was dean of the chapter of 
Paris, and died in 1221, leaving few literary remains.*** This 


*f.178r. To the following passages of Cb 77, De passionibus sanctorum: 
// Item quoddam martyrium fit pro testamento Christi, ut Stephanus, Vnde 
martyr testis interpretatur, he added the explanation: Id est pro wre 
ecclesie conseruando, ut thomas. (f. 227v). 

*5 As in Ca 18, De latria et Dulia, f.185d: Ad hoc quod queritur quare 
diabolus ita wult adorari, dicimus quod ideo quia sic ad minus facit ueni- 
aliter hominem peccare, when he expressed his own opinion: ego credo quod 
mortaliter peccat, alioquin quit adherebunt antichristi non peccarent 
mortaliter. 

96 f, 229c. 

f, 230r. 

*8f.215v. £.205v: Obiectio ad probandum quod homo per se potest 
facere ut habeat gratiam, f.212v: Obiectio contra in margine secundum 
quid attendatur intensio caritatis in ultima. 

216r. 

200 331r. 

101 f,264v: Gaufridus turonensis diawit quod spiritus sanctus est donum, 
et ideo dari debet dare, sed pater et filius dant eum. 

208 f, 317r. 

103 Lecoy de la Marche: ‘Za Chaire frangaise au Moyen Age’, p. 78; 
Hist. Litt. XVII, 230; Gall. Chr. VII, 202. 
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last corrector of C therefore was a man who had lived in Paris 
before 1221, at a time when Stephen of Rheims was delivering 
his sermons. A note on the chapter on restitution brings the 
probable date of the Cambridge MS still nearer to the opening 
years of the thirteenth century. Master H. had written in the 
margin: ali dicunt quam tantum valet res quantum vendi 
potest. This amanuensis copied it in ink, specifying: in qua 
opinione est cantor londoniensis.°* The Precentor of Saint 
Paul’s at this period was Benedict of Sansetun,*®° a prominent 
judge whose opinions on such subjects were likely to be well- 
known. As he would not be called by his former title after 
his election to the bishopric of Rochester in December, 1214, 
it may be concluded with great probability that C was finally 
corrected before that date, a fact which brings this manuscript 
very close to the time spent by Langton in exile at Pontigny. 

The work of the correctors of the Cambridge manuscript may 
be made clearer if it is reduced to a table: 


Master H. (pencil). Numbers quires, corrects text, supplies 
omissions, gives titles to chapters. 
First Amanuensis. Copies from pencil corrections of text and 
(brown ink). omissions; repeats rubric indications; cor- 
rects Cb, and puts in cross-references. 
[Master H.] Authorizes correction on schedule. 


Corrector (pointed hand). Copies Ce; completes textual correction of 
whole MS, except Cb; compiles index from 
rubric indications, and copies the two in- 
dices on to the end of Ce. Marks inter- 
posita. 

[Master H.] Causes alteration to be made in index be- 
cause Cd has to precede Ce. Puts in cross- 
references to first index. Alters some titles. 


15D.N.B. Le Neve, Fasti Eccl. Angl. II, 348, 560. Benedict was the 
first Precentor, 1203-14; there is no mention of a successor until the com- 
paratively little known William de Rising in 1226. 
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Rubricator. 
Second Amanuensis. Copies Master H.’s later remarks. Does 
(pale ink). final corrections of rubrics and especially 
of the scribe of Ce. 
ITI. 
The First Section of the Cambridge Questiones 
Ca 


EVIDENCE OF REVISION 


Ca, the first section of Langton’s Questiones in the Cam- 
bridge manuscript, is the most interesting and suggestive part 
of C. We have seen that in its contents and in their order it 
approximates most closely to the first part of A, although a 
good number of its chapters occurs also in V and-CH.*” In so 
far as it has been tested, the text of Ca has been revealed as 
superior to and more accurate than V and §S, and generally 
more reliable than A. Originally a careful text, no pains were 
spared to ensure its being as complete and correct as possible. 
A study of the correctors to whose criticism the manuscript was 
submitted has shown that this work was done under the super- 
vision of a certain Master H., whose intimate knowledge of all 
that concerned the Questiones makes it possible that he may 
have been a pupil of the Archbishop.*” The editors of Ca do 
not seem to have concerned themselves with the arrangement 
of the questions according to any plan or to have tried to make 
a summa out of them, but appear to have been content with a 
traditional sequence which partakes of that which is repro- 
duced in A, and to a less extent of that of V and CH. The 
subjects dealt with are mainly theological and moral, but Ca 


106 Forty-two of the 60 chapters of Ca can be found in A, 38 of these are 
in the first 44 chapters of A. There is also considerable similarity of 
sequence between these two parts of the manuscripts, which include the big 
block common to all manuscripts: Ca 45-52 = A 33-40 = V 103-110 = CH 
35-42. Thirty-eight of Ca are in V, and 36 in CH. See above, section I. 

207 See above, section IT. 
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is incomplete, for it contains only 60 questiones. This fact 
confirms an impression suggested by the abrupt stoppage of the 
beautiful hand of Ca on f.215¢ (after which different hands 
filled in the blank pages of the quire), that work upon Ca was 
at one time arrested, so that, although it may originally have 
been intended to be a definitive edition of the Questiones, for 
some reason or other the edition was never completed. This 
may account for the fact that, although its corrections and addi- 
tions appear to be so authoritative, Ca itself never served as an 
exemplar for other copies of the Questiones. It was never 
reproduced lzteratim, although its influence, or the influence of 
the manuscripts from which it was compiled, can be seen in 
manuscripts like A and V, which do not claim to be more than 
copies. This influence, although in some ways extensive, must, 
from its seemingly fortuitous nature, have been indirect. 
Compared with the versions contained in other parts of OC, 
the Ca chapters maintain their high standard. Some 25 of the 
subjects dealt with in Ca receive treatment elsewhere in C, 
but in five cases at least the other recensions are quite differ- 
ent.% Nine instances of chapters having points of similarity 
to questions in Ca can be found in Cb.*” Hitherto only one of 
them has been proved to have any degree of textual identity 
with its Ca version. Cb 143 is an abridged edition of Ca 20, 
de persona,**® and omits many phrases, and, toward the middle, 
passages of half a column’s length, which appear in the earlier 
chapter. The omissions are mainly explanatory notes intro- 
duced by scilicet or id est, and references to authorities, which 
would be essential to a carefully revised version intended to be 
as complete as possible, and so can be found in Ca 20. Ch 148 
merely aimed at preserving the plain narrative, and even then 
it stops short a column before Ca 20. The remaining eight 


108 Ca 23, Ce 219; Ca 31, Ce 177; Ca 47, 58, Ch 141, 157; Ca 51, Cb 97. 

1° Ca 1, Ch 131; 6, 63; 12, 94; 13, 95; 14, 75-76; 15, 96; 20, 143; 
40, 123; 42, 149. 

120 f, 187d. 


192 Cambridge Manuscript of “ Questiones” of Stephen Langton 


chapters from Cb are probably reportationes of lectures, of 
which a final and revised version is to be found in Ca. The Cb 
reports are generally shorter, simpler, less reasoned and less 
interesting than those in Ca, but contain the same matter, and, 
where the likeness is closest, discuss examples in the same 
order. Cb 95 touches on only a few of the points which con- 
stitute Ca 113,*"* while Cb 96 is a long desultory account of 
which Ca 15 is a much more compact version. Cb 131, although 
very much shorter than Ca 1,*” has nearly all its examples in 
common with the latter, and in some parts there is sufficient 
verbal identity to show that they must have sprung from a com- 
mon source, although they have since drifted apart. There is 
greater likeness between them after the point in Ca 1 where 
correspondence to V 74 stops, at the paragraph beginning: 
Item quod omnibus sit preceptpum patet per seriem... ,*™* 
although the same order is never maintained for long by both. 
Of the parallels to Ca chapters in parts of C other than Cb, 
three have incipits identical with those of Ca,*** and four others 
at least have some examples in common with them.”° In three 
of the latter cases the versions from Ce, Cd, and Ce, namely 186, 
210 and 222, are to be found in other manuscripts, while, con- 
trary to general practice, the Ca versions, 39, 32 and 43, respec- 
tively, do not occur elsewhere. Although some of the Cb reports 
appear in other manuscripts, the greater number of them do not, 
while their Ca parallels generally do, but probably the versions 
of Ce, Cd and Ce were equally authoritative, although they 
might be different from those of Ca. Examination of Ca 32 and 
Cd 210 shows that they have certain paragraphs in common, 


although occurring in different order, but reveals no reason as 


111 C ff. 182b, and 238c. 

112 ff. 171la, and 26la. 

17ic. 

114 Ca 7, Ce 185; Ca 22, Ce 244; Ca 24, Ce 227. 

115 Cg 32, Cd 210; Ca 39, Ce 186, Ca 43, Ce 222; Ca 54, Cd 195; there 
is also some connection between Ca 8, Cb 61 and Cd 192. 
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to why Cd 210 should have been perpetuated, and Ca 32 not."*® 
On the whole, therefore, the Ca collection of questions is prefer- 
able to the others both as regards text and matter. As it is the 
manuscript which has been most extensively and intelligently 
corrected, a study of the evidence of its revision will be profit- 
able. 

Probably the fullest and most trustworthy text, Ca was 
nevertheless subjected to the most searching criticism. Besides 
the usual textual correction, in which omitted phrases and quo- 
tations were supplied, and grammar and spelling corrected, 
collation with other manuscripts was so conscientious that 
numerous additions were made to the text, and certain passages 
which had been copied into the text by the scribe were singled 
out for comment as being later in origin than the rest. Almost 
the whole of this work was done by the corrector who wrote 
the pointed hand, into whose care, as we have seen, the manu- 
script was given after Master H.’s first inspection of it. The 
fact that these passages, whether supplied by the commentator 
in the form of a marginal gloss, or already in the text, were 
stigmatized as interpolations by such phrases as: hoc interpost- 
tum est, or hoc superadditum est, suggested a comparison with 
the manuscripts of Bracton, in which later, extraneous matter 
which had got into the text was denoted by the word addicio.*” 
The ‘ additions’ in Ca, however, appear to introduce no for- 
eign element, but to possess characteristics of style and matter 
which are essentially Langtonian. It seems probable, there- 
fore, that Ca provides a clue, not to the absorption into the text 
of extraneous glosses, but to an even earlier revision of the 
material for the Questiones than that to which it was itself 
subjected. In this respect it is a more reliable and suggestive 
manuscript than either V or A, in which the majority of these 
passages can be found with no distinguishing remark. 

116 f.199a and 320c. 


117 Vinogradoff, “ The Text of Bracton”, Law Quarterly Review, (1885) ; 
reprinted in Collected Papers, I, 83-84. 
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The passages marked by the corrector as interpolations had 
been transcribed by the scribe of Ca together with the rest of 
the text and, but for the corrector’s note, they would have passed 
as integral parts of it. They must therefore have been present 
in the manuscript from which Ca was copied, perhaps as part 
of the text, since the scribe did not distinguish them. In that 
ease the corrector may have taken the hint as to their origin 
from another manuscript which was nearer the original. They 
would appear first as marginal glosses, added by the master 
when revising his work, in very much the same manner as we 
shall see that additions were made to Ca by the corrector. In 
the next stage they might conceivably be glosses within the 
text, like those which can be found in five chapters of Cb, after 
which it would be merely a question of time before their absorp- 
tion into the text was complete. Those interposita which can 
be found in the text of Ca, and also in that of the Continental 
manuscripts, may be regarded as the earliest additions to the 
text, and so they are considered first. They may have been 
inserted at the first revision of Langton’s work, so early that 
they were incorporated in all its branches. The passages in the 
text of Ca marked as interpolations which cannot be found 
elsewhere are probably later, the result perhaps of the revision 
of the parent manuscript of Ca. The marginal glosses of Ca 
are the latest evidences of revision of the Questiones, but the 
fact that some of them can be found in the text of other ver- 
sions is further proof of the fortuitous nature of the influence 
exercised by Ca on later manuscripts—in some cases its lead 
was followed and in others it was not. 

Let us consider first the most important passages in the text 
marked as interpolations. The first chapter of the big block 
common to all the manuscripts,"** Ca 45, f. 207¢: de immola- 
tione ysaac et precepto Abrahee, not only has two passages 
marked as interposita, but also throws considerable light on the 


118 Ca 45-52 = A 33-40 = V 103-110 = CH 35-42. 
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development of a questio into the forms which can be found in 
existing manuscripts. From the position it occupies, this chap- 
ter might have been expected to be identical in all the manu- 
scripts, but collation shows that, although the contents are the 
same, their order is not always so. It is a long questio, occu- 
pying more than six columns of the close hand of Ca, but 
although investigation confirms the corrector’s verdict that the 
two passages he marks were interpolated, it does not reveal any 
symmetrical plan of construction in the questio as a whole. 
Thus while V and Ca preserve one sequence, in A several para- 
graphs are re-arranged. The first passage to be marked as an 
interpolation is only a few lines in length, and comes near the 
beginning of the chapter, in the margin of which the corrector 
left the note: Istud totum superadditum est. The second 
covers more than a column, and occurs near the end of the 
chapter, and in Ca it is distinguishable by the note: hoc totum 
interpositum est.’° In neither A nor V is there any indication 
that the passages were not always part of the text, a fact which 
again proves Ca to be more reliable than the other manuscripts. 

Ca 45 begins with five short statements each introduced by 
Item, which, before the first insertion was made, were followed 
by lengthy objections and solutions of the argument. The 
interpolated passage consists of three statements, which have a 
slight connection with some of the opening ones, which they 
follow, but which are not mentioned in the resolutions which 
terminate this little group. The first insertion therefore pre- 
sents new material, but its contents are not discussed in what 
follows it. It closes with a direction to look to the end of the 
chapter for the answer to its last example: Require solutionem 
huius in finem huius questionis. Before the second interpola- 


119 Ca f. 207c. 


129 Ca f. 208c. In A this passage occurs nearer the middle of the chapter, 
on f. 240b. 
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tion was made, the passage to which this refers was near the 
end of the questto. 

In A the second passage known to be interpolated occurs in 
the middle of the chapter, whereas in Ca and V it is nearer the 
end. This divergence is mainly due to the different positions 
in the two manuscripts of a block of three paragraphs ** which 
in Ca and V comes well before the insertion, but which is 
omitted from the body of A 33, appearing instead at the end. 
It must have been possible, therefore, for the material of a 
chapter to exist in blocks which could be subject to re-arrange- 
ment. In this case, according to internal evidence, Ca, and not 
A, represents the order originally intended. This group of 
three paragraphs deals with the difference between ordinary 
speech (oratio enuntiatiua) and command (oratio imperatiua), 
and in Ca it is the first mention of the subject. The subject 
recurs in the last paragraph of Ca, where a reference is made 
to an earlier discussion of it: 


Ad aliud dicimus quod non est simile, quia sicut diximus, enuntiatiua 
oratio signum est uoluntatis respectu illius quod dicitur, sed imperatiua 
non est principaliter signum uoluntatis.12? 


The passage in the three paragraphs to which this refers ought 
therefore to precede this last paragraph of Ca, and not imme- 
diately follow it, as it does in A. 

There was far more cohesion between the last and the middle 
parts of Ca 45 before the long marked passage was inserted. 


The final paragraphs are frequently retrospective of earlier 


statements, and there seems to be no obvious reason for the 
choice of that point for the interpolation. This fact is empha- 
sized by the similarity of content between the paragraph imme- 
diately preceding the latter, beginning: Item quicquid deus 
uult est bonum .. . ,”*° and that which follows it, and begins: 
121 Incipit: Reuera, os est instrumens cordis. Ca £.208b; A #£. 240c. 


122 Ca f.209a; A ibid. 
128 Ca f. 208c. 
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Item meritorium esset abrae tmmolare, ergo erat bonum 

** In A these two paragraphs come together after the 
insertion,”° and before the latter was added they would be con- 
tiguous in the parent manuscript of Ca. This affords proof 
that in spite of its length the interpositum was treated as a 
whole and added at one time. In support of this view it may 
be added that the insertion has an important stylistic differ- 
ence from the rest of the questio: the solutiones of Ca 45 open 
with dicumus, those of the insertion with Respondeo. If it was 
added on a separate sheet, or in the margin, the point at which 
it was to be inserted would not be completely clear.**° It has 
no connection with its context in either Ca or A. Its incipw: 
Item. abraam sciuit quod hoc tmmolare filium erat contra 


7 is reminiscent of an objectio which is to be 


ius naturale, 
found near the beginning of the chapter: sed obicitur: 
Abraam immolare filium suum erat malum, quia contra legem 


* A later paragraph: Item. Abraam ante incar- 


naturalem.” 
nationem credidit Christum esse tncarnandum ... pro- 
vides a solution for another very early example: sed obicitur: 
simus ante incarnationem, filiwm dei esse incarnandum uel 
fuisse est articulus [fidec]....*°° The part intervening 
between these two examples from the inserted passage is a 
development of an argument introduced near the middle of the 
chapter, where the problem as to whether God gave the com- 
mand to sacrifice Isaac to try Abraham’s obedience, or whether 
he was intended to carry it out, is dealt with: Abraam ut wir 


discretus bene scit quod deus duplici de causa precipit, scilicet 


124Ca f.208d (foot). 
125 A f, 240c. 
#26 This is often the case with the glosses within the text in Cb; cf. below 
section IV. 
127 Ca f. 208c. 
206d. 
180 f, 207¢. 
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ad probationem uel ad executionem...*** The last three 
paragraphs of the interpolation consider an idea not hitherto 
treated: Posito quod inspiratum sit abrae quod et precipietur 
immolare filium ... ,*** and so introduce fresh material into 
the questio. 

It is true, therefore, that the interpolations in Ca 45 spoil the 
plan of the questio. They may have been inserted in the wrong 
place, but apart from this fact there is not much reason for 
denying that they are probably the result of Langton’s revision 
of his own work. This view is supported by the use in the last 
paragraph of the big insertion of an example which Langton 
frequently mentions in his Questiones, that of his father’s ill- 


His references to it are generally in the form of hypo- 
thetical cases, and it must be remembered that this too may be 
hypothetical, but the statement here is so much more definite 
than usual that it is at least possible that his father was in fact 
seriously ill when he was writing. If this is so, a hint may be 
gleaned as to the date at which the revision of the Questiones 
was carried out. Langton states a case in which Abraham, 
thinking that God wanted him to sacrifice his son, himself 
wished to do it, but discovered afterwards that God had given 
the command merely to test his fidelity, and had never intended 
it to be put into effect. Abraham had therefore sinned in wish- 
ing to do what was contrary to God’s will, and so would have 
to repent of his wish.*** Langton replies that this argument 


181 f,207d (foot). 

182 f, 208d. 

188 FE. g. Ca 13, f.182c: cum sis predestinatus et pater tuus sit detentus 
grauissima infirmitate, non debes petere sanitatem. Cf. also explicit of 
Ch 149, f. 274b: Similiter iste uult uisitare patrem suum infirmum ..., 
and of Ca 36, f. 202a. 

184 f,208d: Item. posito quod ei inspiretur quod cras ei precipietur ad 
probationem, et in crastino precipiatur ei quod immolet; simus ergo in 
crastino post preceptum, tenetur uelle immolare quia nescit utrum illud 
preceptum sit ad probationem uel ad executionem, quia in eadem die iterum 
potest ei precipi ad probationem; simus ergo in termino diei, nune notum 
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will not hold, because Abraham was in the right in trying to 
make his own will conform to what he thought was the will of 
God, and therefore he need not repent of it; ‘Just as it is 
right for me to wish that my father, who is lying ill, will not 
die, although God may will the opposite. Perhaps he may 
die of that illness ’.**° Stephen’s father died probably c. 1210,** 
and so this note may serve to corroborate the view that the 
(Juestiones were first revised between 1207 and 1213 during 
Langton’s exile, probably at Pontigny. 

An interesting example of an insertion is provided by Ca 22: 
Ad quid ualeant bona opera facta extra caritatem. The para- 
graph is denoted by a line in the margin throughout its length, 
and begins, at the top of f.190b: Preterea seruiens meus pro- 
prie dicitur merert a me quia attitulatus est mht... A 19, 
the A version of this chapter, contains the whole passage as part 
of the text, as it is in Ca 22, but with no sign to distinguish it 
from the rest of the chapter. In the manuscript from which 
Ca was copied, or perhaps that from which it was corrected, the 
insertion must have been differentiated in some way, so that, 
although the scribe incorporated it in the text, the corrector 
noticed that it had not always been part of the questio. It is 
possible that it was already in the text of the exemplar of A 19, 
for, as it stands, A 19 is one stage further removed from the 
truth, and so probably from the original manuscript, than Ca 


est ei quod ei preceptum fuit ad probationem, ergo scit quod deus nunquam 
uoluit quod immolaret, ergo illicite uoluit immolare, ergo tenebatur penitere 
de illicita uoluntate quam habuit. 

185 f.208d: Respondeo: hee argumentatio non ualet: ‘deus nunquam 
uoluit, ergo iste illicite uoluit, uel ergo iste tenetur penitere quia uoluit’, 
quia eius uoluntas licita fuit, et ideo non tenetur penitere; sicut licite uolo 
patrem meum non mori, qui iacet infirmus, licet deus uelit contrarium. 
Posito quod de illa infirmitate moriatur. (This is the end of the second 
insertion.) The same subject forms the opening example in Cb 121, f. 253c: 
Queritur si homo licite possit uelle contrarium eius quod scit deum uelle, 
ut si uelit patrem meum mori et sciam eum uelle hoc, numquid possum 
uelle contrarium ? 

#86 According to Professor Powicke’s computation, op. cit., pp. 8, 167. 
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22. It is a long and important passage, a digression to give 
practical examples of the theory under discussion and so it has 
been thought fit to include it. The passage begins with the 
analogy of a man’s obligation to reward his servant, whence it 
proceeds to discuss whether God is for the same reasons bound 
to reward those who do good works in a state of grace. Exam- 
ples in the first person taken from Langton’s relations with his 
servant occur frequently in the Questiones, and the whole para- 
graph, with its shrewd observations, is Langtonian in manner. 
Since it has got into the general tradition, it is probably the 
result of the same revision as the interpolations in Ca 45. 


f. 190a. Ca 22. Ad quid ualeant bona opera facta extra caritatem.® 


Questio ista precipue ex duabus auctoritatibus surgit .. . 

Ad» hoe dicimus quod non est ita. Vnde notandum quod 

deus dicitur iustus duobus modis.... Vt alterum¢ ad 

gratiam incarnationis et alterum ad fidelitatem promis- 

sionis referatur, sic etiam conferendo temporalia 

f.190b. facienti opera bona, dicitur iustus, id est‘ fidelis. 
Preterea® seruiens meus prorrie dicitur mereri a me, quia 

Hoe attitulatus est mihi et obligatus obsequio seruitutis siue 
inter- seruitii; et si alius gratis faceret aliquid pro me, vt si 
positum honoraret famulum uel filium meum, diceretur uulgariter 
est.t quod a me mereretur mercedem bonam, cum tamen stricte 
et proprie nichil a me mereretur, quia in nullo est mihi 

obligatus, uel ego ei; sic ille qui habet caritatem attitulatus ¢ 

est domino, et obsequio seruitii addictus, quod facit caritas, 

et ideo stricte meretur; non propter promissionem 

tantum sed propter illam et fundamentum meriti et obse- 


aA 19 f. 228b. 

bA f. 228c. 

¢ A alium. 

4A scilicet. 

e This is the first word of the interpolated passage. 
fIn pale ink in margin. 

¢ A articulatus. 

h A om. 

1A repeats propter. 


a 

a 

24 


Alys L. Gregory 201 


quium seruitii; tamen cum queritur: Vtrum aliquis ex 
f.190b. condignomereatur uitam eternam, solet ad probandum 
induci/ illud de promissione dei, sed non sufficit. Item ubi 
quis meretur penam eternam, addictus est diabolo obsequio 
seruitutis, et ita ubicunque est» stricte meritum est addictio 
obsequii seruitutis; sed ille qui est extra caritatem non est 
addictus domino obsequii seruitute, et ideo nullum bonum 
stricte meretur a deo, quia ubi est stricte meritum," collatio 
est de iustitia inter meritum et premium, uel inter funda- 
mentum meriti et premium; deus tamen de _ benignitate 
sua bona opera extra caritatem facta ita remunerat ac si 
essent stricte meritoria, nullus ergo extra caritatem meretur 
stricte aliquod bonum a deo, nee mereri potest in illo statu. 
Item nee ille qui est in caritate potest stricte mereri aliquod 
bonum temporale, non enim bonum temporale sed spirituale 
appell[at] remissionem culpe uel pene. Idem* autem non 
potest mereri quia adeo excellens est caritas quod dedignatur 
suum meritum subsistere in adiectiuis, immo querit substan- 
tiua ne in adiectiuis finis meriti ab infirmis constituatur. 
Preterea ubicunque aliquis preter uitam eternam meretur 
aliquid stricte ubi est maius meritum et maius premium. Sed 
sepe uidimus quod plura et maiora bona temporalia con- 
feruntur ei que pauciora et minora bona opera facit.! 
// tem ubicumque est stricte meritum iniuste agitur cum 
homine, nisi illud quod meretur uel ™ equiualens uel maius 
alioquin reddatur ei," dummodo a merito non ecadat; et ita 
his rationibus patet, quod nullus stricte meretur aliquod 
bonum temporale uel gratie augmentum.” 
//Xtem dicitur: deus iustus, id est, retribuens meritis ex 
efficatia ipsorum, et sic est iustus dando bene operanti ° 
uitam eternam, et infligendo male operanti® gehennam... . 


Turning to the notes added in the margins to the text of Ca 
by the corrector, it seems unlikely that the scribe of Ca, who 


j Omitted by A at this point, but it appears instead after dei. 
k A ideo. 

1A fecit. 

mA f, 228d. 

n End of interpolated passage. 

oA operandi. 
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not only wrote a beautiful hand but produced a careful text, 
would have omitted those passages if they had existed in the 
manuscript from which Ca was copied. They must therefore 
have been obtained from some other source. The manuscript 
or manuscripts from which Ca was corrected must have been 
nearer in some points to V and A than the original of Ca. This 
view is supported by the cases of chapters to which a short final 
passage was added by the corrector without any explanation. 
In Ca 44, the chapter on transubstantiation, this final para- 
graph is the explicit of both V 64 and A 42. In the case of 
Ca 54: De circumeisione et differentia inter sacramenta noue 
legis et weteris, the version in V terminates at the same point 
as Ca 54 does now, with the additional sentence, but A 8 not 
only contains this, but continues for nearly a column further.** 
On two other occasions, however, much longer passages were 
added to the ends of chapters, but attention was called to the 
fact that they were interpolations. The addition to Ca 48, 
Utrum antiqui patres crediderint eosdem articulos penitus quos 
et nos credimus, filled the space between that chapter and the 
next, and most of the lower margin as well, the whole being 
marked: hoc interpositum est usque ad finem.*** Ca 51 has a 


187 The first explicit of Ca 54 was (f.215c) : Ideo potest dici quod quando- 
cumque circumcidebantur, uere erant circumcisi. Sed cum dictum sit 
abrae: Circumcidetur ex uobis omne masculum et infans octo dierum, 
circumcidetur (a correction). To this the sentence was added: Hoc pre- 
ceptum transgrediebatur qui diem octauam preueniebat. Sed nichilominus 
circumcidebat. Idem preceptum omittebat qui ultra octauam diem hebreum 
circumcidere differebat. This is the explicit of V 12, f. 169d, but A 8 con- 
tinues: cum tempore quo fiunt in deserto ... for another column, and 
its explicit is: et tamen causa est originale. (f.219a). 

188Ca 48 originally ended (f.2lla): Pone ergo quod abraam habuerit 
fidem incarnationis, et sic decesserit, et Christus non fuerit incarnandus, 
et quero quare magis salueter unus quam alii. V 106, has this explicit, 
f. 228c, and A, f.242a ends similarly: et quere quare magis unus saluetur 
quam reliquus. Both of course proceed at once to the same next chapter 
as Ca, but without any intervening note. The corrector of Ca added a 
passage between the chapters: Id est, cwm dicitur iste credit hoc implicite 
hoc uerbum credit copulat actum uel habitum .. . eliciat ergo et deinde ut 
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paragraph at the foot of f.213r, of which a note was made, 
hoc interpositum est, and which was to come at the end of the 
chapter.**” In neither case does the additional passage occur in 
the versions in V and A, which end as the chapters of Ca did 
originally. It is possible, therefore, that these paragraphs were 
real additions to Ca, due to direct inspiration from the master, 
whether he were Langton or not, and not drawn from a manu- 
script source. If this is so, they are evidence of the revision of 
the Ca text itself, and not relics of revision of the text in an 
earlier stage. The two chapters concerned form part of the big 
block common to all the principal manuscripts,’ a fact which 
supports the view that the passages are due to late addition, 
since none of the other versions reproduce them. This is con- 
clusive proof, however, that Ca as it stands, however authorita- 
tive it may be, did not furnish the exemplar of the Continental 
manuscripts. There is only one case of a long note having 
been added in the lower margin of Ca by the pointed hand, and 
marked Hoc interpositum est, which is to be inserted into the 
middle of a chapter, not, as in the other cases, added on to the 
end. This is to be found at the foot of f. 192v, and is an addi- 
tion to Ca 24, De dilectione proximi et ordine diligendi. A 
and § 7 have the same text as Ca 24, without the insertion, but 
V 112, f. 232c, has the note in its text, with no sign to dis- 
tinguish it as having been interpolated. Here on the one hand 
the gloss was accepted, but on the other it was not reproduced. 
Ca is an excellent example of a text that was used and worked 
upon by contemporaries, to what end we cannot say because 


prius, which was continued in the lower margin in a long note beginning: 
Respondeo aut hec dictio implicite designat modum credendi aut statum 
hominis... . 

18° The original explicit of Ca 51 is: Hodem modo effectus connotatus per 
hoc uerbum diligit, notatur esse causa sui ipsius, prout alio modo signifi- 
catur. So end V 109, f.230d, and A 39, f.243c. The additional note in 
Ca begins: Prepositinus dicit quod quorumdam opinio fuit quod duo sunt 
in anima . 
140 Ca 45-52 = A 33-40 = V 103-110 = Ch 35-42. 
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the work was interrupted. The evidences of revision are plainly 
to be seen, and point to its having been resumed at intervals. 
Certainly a great effort was made to ensure a correct and com- 
plete text, as far as it goes, and perhaps originally Ca was 
intended to serve as an exemplar for a final edition of the Ques- 
tiones. The cessation of work upon it gives a reason for its 
never having served as a standard text, and probably also for 
the fact that a critical edition of Langton’s Questiones was 
never achieved. Extant manuscripts preserve different collec- 
tions, all of which have some claim to be authoritative, but it 
is significant that the tradition which had the greatest currency, 
that embodied in the Avranches, Sorbonne and Rome group of 
manuscripts, approximates most closely to that of Ca. 


IV. 


The Second Section of the Cambridge Questiones 
Cb 


INFERIOR REPORTATIONES; GLOSSES IN THE TEXT; ORIGINAL 
SEQUENCE 


Cb *** is the longest section of C, and, as its chapters are on 
the whole considerably less than the average length for the other 
parts of the manuscript, they amount to the large total of 99. 
About half of them are concerned with subjects which are 


treated elsewhere in C, and in the majority of cases these other 
versions from Ca, Cc, Cd or Ce, and not those of Cb, are repro- 
duced in other manuscripts. The parallels in Ca have already 
been discussed,**” so attention is now turned to those in Ce, Cd 
and Ce. In about twelve instances the Cb chapters are quite 
different from the others on the same subjects, and some of 
them occur independently in A, V or CH.*** The Cb chapters 


141 ff. 219a-281c. 

142 Above, section ITI. 

143 Ch 90, 112, 116, 118, 120, 142, 145, 150. Cb 83 occurs in other manu- 
scripts, but its parallel Cb 93 does not. 
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which are versions of others are generally less adequate reporta- 
tiones than their counterparts.*** For example, Ce 231, 232,**° 
which deal with problems of obedience, are fuller and more 
logical than Cb 92, which covers the ground of both more 
quickly, less lucidly, and with a differing emphasis. 

There is a striking likeness between the opening chapters of 
Cb and those of Cd. Both groups deal with the same subjects, 
baptism, penitence and their constituents, and there is con- 
siderable similarity of treatment, although little verbal identity. 
Cb is again less detailed than the corresponding Cd chapters. 
It is remarkable that, contrary to usual practice, none of the 
questions of these two groups should appear in any other manu- 
script.*° In other cases the connection is even more remote. 
Cb 106, on free will, is so much shorter than Ce 171 that, 
although the same authorities are quoted and the same train of 
thought pursued, they have little else in common. In the chap- 
ters on sinderesis *** there is little similarity beyond the opening 
quotation. 

It is refreshing after the long series of inferior reportationes 
included in Cb to find at least five chapters which are, to some 
extent, textually identical with other parts of C. Three of these 
parallels are among the chapters in the end six folios of the 
manuscript.*** The other two examples are interesting and in- 
ter-connected. Cb 128,'*° De relaxationtbus, is the first part of 
Cd 204,’ with minor variations which prove Cd to be the more 
reliable text. Ch 129** and 129a*” are the second and first 


144 Ob 152 is a short report of Cb 119. Ch 86 and 98, Cb 111 and 136 are 
other parallels within Cb. 

145-7 128, 129; CH 140, 141. Cb 92 is not to be found elsewhere. 

146 The Cd group is considered at greater length below in section V. 

47 Cb 107, Ce 170. 

148 Ch 69, C £.349a; Ch 99, C f. 348d; Cb 154a, f. 348a. 

149 259a. 

150 De relaxationibus que fiunt in ecclesia, f. 316d. 
151 f, 259b. 
158 f, 260a. 
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parts, respectively, of Ce 239, de tetunio.*** To the end of Cb 
129 *°** have been added 22 lines from Cd 204, intended ob- 
viously enough for Cb 128, de relaxationibus, the preceding 
chapter. Besides reversing the order of the parts of the chapter 
on fasting, the untrustworthy scribe of Cb omitted a long pas- 
sage, which, in Ce 239, unites the first to the second part.’ 
These examples alone will serve to show that, in addition to 
preserving a number of inferior reports of the questiones, very 
few of which are reproduced elsewhere, Cb, even where it is 
derived from an accepted version, cannot be relied on to present 
it correctly. 

Cb is unique among the manuscripts of Langton’s Ques- 
tiones that I have seen, in that it has five instances of glosses 
within the text. These have passed from the margin of the arche- 
type into the text of Cb, where they still preserve the appear- 
ance of glosses. They always bear closely on the subject of the 
chapter, and are probably in an intermediate stage between the 
additions made by the corrector to certain chapters of Ca, and 
those passages which, although they had been absorbed into the 
text, he marked interposita.*** In the cases of Cb 59 **’ and 127 
there is no other standard by which to test the glosses, as neither 
chapter occurs anywhere else. Cb 87, de ignorantia, has a 
gloss throughout the length of f. 231d, which cannot be found 
in A119. The two versions otherwise correspond fairly closely, 
though with textual variations. The shorter gloss in Cb 114,’” 
de mercenarits, is not included in V 55, which follows the text 
of Cb without it. Cb 115, Virum quicumque habet caritatem 
sciat se habere,* has identical incipits with A 139 and V 100, 


183 f. 337d. 

154 f, 259d. 

188 These instances are discussed by Professor Powicke, op. cit., p. 66. 
156 Cf, above, section III. 

187 f.219a, De penitentia. The gloss in Ch 127, de notionibus is on f. 258b. 
158 On f. 249a, 

18° 249¢. 
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but otherwise not much similarity. A 139 is shorter and its 
wording is quite different, although it pursues a similar train 
of thought. The text of V 100 appears to be corrupt. It omits 
the gloss on f. 250b and three other paragraphs in addition, 
and stops short 19 lines before Cb.*°*° These glosses therefore 
never got into the tradition of V or A, and must have been 
acquired by the ancestors of Cb after they had departed from 
those of V and A. Their presence in Cb precludes the idea 
that it is an early copy of the questions. 

Perhaps because the text of Cb was so unsatisfactory, it did 
not receive great attention from the correctors. Certain addi- 
tions, however, were made. Twice the corrector inserted an 
incipit in the margin, by means of which the two chapters in 
question are brought into line with their counterparts in V and 
CH.** Several explicits were added which are generally to be 
found in V.**” In one case such an addition was made to a 


160 The gloss begins: Item. Augustinus in primo sententiarum: Quicumque 
scit aliquid scit se scire illud. It comes by the side of the paragraph: 
Item. queritur quomodo potest esse homo sciat se habere caritatem ... 
opinari et non fali. V 100, which is fairly corrupt, follows Cb 115 as far 
as opinari et non fali, but then omits both the gloss and the next three 
paragraphs, and does not coincide again until half-way through the para- 
graph: Item. sit quod iste adultus accedat ad baptismum.... V stops 
short at: et scit quod si abstinet a peccato amore glorie est in perfecta 
caritate, ergo a primo qui habet caritatem, etc. (f.224c). The explicit of 
Cb 115, 19 lines further on, is—ergo nullus scit utrum habeat caritatem 
necne, uel si sciat scit per modicum tempus quod concedimus nisi ex 
reuelatione. (f. 25la). 

161 Ch 65, De scandalo, has in the margin (f. 221b): Scandala non witant 
doctor, iudex, bene[uiuens], which is the incipit of V 158 and CH 71, which 
then proceed as Cb 65. Similarly the following incipit, added to Cb 118, 
brought it nearer to V 37 and CH 32: Ad penitentiam tria concurrunt, 
contricio, confessio, satisfactio; de ultimo primo dicamus, scilicet de satis- 
factione, istud: Quodeumque ligaueris, etc. (f.252a, margin). 

162 E, g. Cb 105, on the resurrection, ended (f. 243d): habuit autem quod- 
dam corpus ponderosum assumptum circa corpus glorificatum, et illud 
uidebant, sicut econuerso in transfiguratione habuit, corpus clarum circa 
corpus ponderosum. To which was added, first in pencil, then copied in 
ink by the amanuensis: et tam illa claritas quam illa proprietas que ap- 
paruit discipulis erat im corpore christi non cum albedo que uidetur in 
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passage in Cb, which in V is the explicit of the chapter, but the 
Cb version continues further.*** The last paragraph of Cb 69, 
De creatione angelorum, was marked by the corrector hoc super- 
additum est, and is not to be found in V 83 or C f. 349a, which 
both end with the penultimate paragraph of Cb 69.*** The fact 
that, with the exception of the last one, all these corrections 
can be found in other manuscripts which otherwise so rarely 
agree with Cb, makes it more likely that they were copied into 
Cb from other sources, than that it should be the first to include 
them. Cb has none of the evidences of an original text, and it 
does not appear to have been used to the same extent as Ca. 
There is a considerable amount of correspondence between 
Cb and V and CH,’*® and some common order, in which the 
chapters generally deal with related subjects. Internal evi- 
dence suggests that Cb represents a sequence which is nearer to 
the original intention of the author of the Questiones than that 
of either V or CH, and proves theirs to be, in some cases at 


least, an arbitrary or fortuitous re-arrangement. Examination 
of the chapters on free will and sinderesis shows, as Dom Lottin 
also has pointed out,*® that the chapter on sinderesis was in- 
tended to follow that on free will, but Cb alone perserves this 
order.**’ In Ce, V and CH it is reversed,’ but except in one 


altari est in aere ut quidam dicunt. (Ezplicit of V 70, f. 208d.) Ch 120 
also has a long paragraph added in the margin, and therefore ends at the 
same point as V 153. 

163 Ch 66, An caritas semel habita possit amitti, f. 221d. 

164 That is, with: ergo uel non mouebatur in deum uel si mouebatur 
habuit gratiam. The scribe of Cb 69 continued: et ita in primo statu 
habuit gratiam .. . Catulus enim ante nonum diem neque dicitur cecus 
neque uidens. (f. 223c.) 

166 'V has 38 questions in common with Ch. CH has 42. 

166 In Revue Néo-Scolastique de Philosophie, Nov., 1926, p. 434. 

167 Cb 106, f.243d: De libero arbitrio; Ch 107, £.244d: de sinderesi, 
These chapters are not the same as those in Ce. 

168 Ce 170, f. 292a: De sinderesi; V 145, f. 25lc; CH 18, f.22; Ce 171, 
f.292c: De libero arbitrio; V 146, f.252a; CH 19, f. 22v. 
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ease in C the references in the chapter De libero arbitrio to 
that on sinderesis infra were not deleted.’ 

Again, Cb 98, f. 240a, de primis motibus, refers, near its 
close, to an example which is to be found in the next chapter: 
ut in sequenti questione habetur. The next chapter in C is 
Ch 99, f. 240c: de perseuerantia, and one would expect to find 
the same two questions contiguous in V. V 102, f. 225b, is the 
same as Cb 98, and ends with the same reference,’”® but the 
chapter which follows, V 103, is de precepto domini ad abraam, 
and has no connection with V 102 or with Cb 99. The counter- 
part of Cb 99, which ought to follow V 102, is V 78, which 
has no connection with its context. V 102 marks the end of a 
group in V and CH,” a group which, as we know from the ref- 
erence at the close of V 102 and from the order of Cb 98 and 
99, ought to have contained at least one more chapter. 

The last three questions of Cb, written in pale ink and hands 
different from the rest of the section, were probably added to 
fill up the blank folios of the last quire. Cb 154a, a fragment 
written in a cursive hand very like the final corrector’s, is the 
same as the first part of C f. 348a, A 117, V 130, and CH 142. 
Cb 154, in a hand reminiscent of that of the first quire of the 
Cambridge manuscript,’ occurs in V as 155, and CH as 56. 
Cb 155, in the same hand, is the only one of the three which is 
peculiar to C, but as the others are undoubtedly Langton’s 
work, it is likely that Cb 155 is his also. This chapter, de libro 
vite, is longer than the majority of questiones, and occupies 
ff. 2'79v-281v in a close and much abbreviated hand. Its length 


169 Ce f.292d (V £.252a): Qualiter hec auctoritas ieronimi sit intelli- 
genda infra plenius patebit. Ce £.293a: De sinderesi si supra plenius 
dictum est. V f.252b-c retains the earlier form: De sinderesi infra plenius 
dicetur. 

179Tt is characteristically inaccurate: ut in sequenti questione habetur 
de primos (sic) motibus. There is no other chapter de primis motibus in 
V; it is a mistaken reference to the title of the chapter in which it occurs. 

171'V 98-102 = Ch 81-85. 

72 Cf, James, op. cit., p. 74. 
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and more than usually developed structure, suggested that it 
may be a tractatus rather than a questio,’"* but even so its form 
is not wholly symmetrical. Its importance lies in its simi- 
larity to Alexander of Hales’ dissertation, Quid sit liber vitae.*™* 
They are substantially the same, although not identical. On 
the whole, one plan is common to both, although there is some 
176 


re-arrangement of paragraphs.*** Many of these are verbatim, 


or nearly so, particularly the answers to the statements set 
forth.*” Cb 155 has a few passages which do not appear in 
Hales,*** but there is very little of the latter which cannot be 
found in some form in the Langton question. Father Ephrem 


Longpré, the Franciscan scholar who worked on the Quaracchi 
edition of Hales, is of the opinion that the treatise is Langtonian 
in origin. Hales must, therefore, have taken Langton’s dis- 
course on the liber vite, and cut it about to make a more formal 
and conventional chapter, omitting a certain amount, but add- 
ing very little, and retaining a great deal of the text as it was. 


178 Cf. Lacombe, Prevostin, I, p. 49 et seq., for the inclusion of a treatise 
on original sin in a series of questiones of Prepositinus, in MS 1708, Bibl. 
Mazarine, f.253b. and of one on penance in the Bamberg Summa (New 
Scholasticism, III, (1929), 5). Cb 155 is very different from the other 
chapters of Cb. 

174 Alexander de Hales, Swmma Theologica (ed. Quaracchi, 1924), I, p. 
346; Pars I. Inq. I, Tract. V, Sect. II, Quest. IV, Tit. V. 

178 Although many passages are literatim in both versions, the texts 
frequently differ widely. 

176 EF. g. in C f. 279¢ the three paragraphs beginning // Augustinus wa, de 
ciwitate ..., //Item. super illud apocalipsi wv... , //liber dicitur in 
habitudine . .., follow in that order. In Hales, p. 347, mem. I, ec. II, 
Contra, they occur in the reverse order. 

177 EK. g. C f£.279d: Respondeo: Liber considerari potest dupliciter .. ., 
is very near to Hales, p. 348, Respondeo, 1-4; and C Ibid: Respondeo: 
Liber transfertur de humanis ad diuina ... , to Hales, p. 349, Respondeo. 

178 EB. g. the opening objection of Cb 155, f.279c: obicitur sic: nullum 
increatum est transmutabile . .. , and the long reply to it, // Ad primum: 
‘nullum increatum est transmutabile ’, etc. dicendum quod quedam dicuntur 
de deo uariis modis ... , seem to have been omitted by Hales. Shorter 
passages of C not in Hales begin: // Item. uidetur quod patri . . . (f. 279d), 
and // Item. in deo repperimus exemplar ydeam . . . (ibid). 
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V. 


The Last Sections of the Cambridge Questiones 
Ce, Cd, Ce. 


CONTEMPORARY ARRANGEMENTS OF THE QUESTIONES IN THE 
FORM OF A SUMMA THEOLOGICA 


The majority of the chapters of Ce, Cd and Ce occur in 
the French manuscripts, but the sequence in the later sections 
of C is hardly ever to be found elsewhere.*” On the few 
occasions when little groups of two or three chapters come 
together in this part of C in the other manuscripts, the sub- 
jects of the chapters bear some relation to each other.**° The 
traditional sequences of A and Ca, or of V and CH, have thus 
had no influence on the assembling of Ce, Cd and Ce, in which 
the questiones are arranged according to their subject-matter. 

Ce is drawn mainly from the same source as V, for 28 of its 
32 chapters are in V. Only 7 are in A, but in one instance 


the order of the titles of Ce is reproduced in A, although the 
questions are identical in both manuscripts in only three cases: 


Ce 162, de predestinatione.1*1 A 49, Quid sit predestinatio.1®? 

Ce 163, de predestinatione Christi. A 50, de predestinatione Christi. 

Ce 164, de predestinatione sanc- <A 51, de predestinatione  sanc- 
torum. torum. 

Ce 165, de prophetia.15* A 52, de prophecia. 

Ce 166, Quid sit prophetia. A 53, de eodem. 


179 See above, section I. 
189 Apart from the group on the subject of ignorance: 
Ce 173 V 18 CH 59 
174 19 
175 20 60 
176 21 61, 
cases of coincidence of sequence between Cc, Cd, Ce and the other manu- 
scripts comprise mainly couples of chapters dealing with similar points. 
181 f, 287b. 
182 f.248c; this is the same questio as Ce 162. 
188 These are identical with their opposite numbers in A. 
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Ce 167, de officio prophetarum et A 54, de officio prophete. 
propter quid dicendus 
sit aliquis propheta et 
de quanto sit ei cre- 
dendum. 


Cd is the smallest section in the manuscript, covering only 
two quires, but it is none the less one of the most interesting. 
Unlike Ce, all of which can be found elsewhere, chapters Cd 
189-196 do not occur in any other manuscript, although the 
rest of the group does. The first questio of the little block 
treats of baptism, and in it the author lays down his intentions. 
He is going to deal first, he says, with the question: quid sit 
sacramentum baptismi,** (2) de effectu baptismi,** (3) de 
forma baptismi,*** (4) de intentione baptisantis,*" (5) de fic- 
tione sive de ficte accedente,*** and with some elaboration he 
follows that plan. Since these chapters cannot be found else- 
where in the form in which they appear here, it is possible that 
they were rewritten during the re-arrangement which resulted 
in Ce, Cd and Ce. Cd deals almost exclusively with the sacra- 
ments, and it was for this reason that Master H. intended it to 
be at the end of the manuscript.*® 

There are no duplicates within Ce, Cd and Ce. This fact is 


significant in view of the haphazard nature of the connection 
between the other parts of C. It proves that the last three 
sections are the result of conscious selection, and were intended 


to form a separate unit. The chapters which are reproductions 
of others in Ca and Cb have been dealt with in the sections 
devoted to those groups of questiones.**° Cc, Cd and Ce make 


184 Cd 189, f. 308b. 

285 Cd 190. 

186 Cd 189, 191. 

187 Cd 191. 

188 Cd 192. 

18° Cf. above, Section II. 
19° Above, III and IV. 
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a considerable addition to the material of Ca and Cb, even 
though they do not greatly enrich the common stock of 
questiones. Nevertheless they omit a large number of chapters, 
some of them excellent reportationes, which are contained in 
Ca and Cb. 

The last three sections of C are the result of an attempt to 
arrange questiones in the form of a summa theologica. Exist- 
ing divisions of C do not coincide with the first two books of 
a summa, but Ce and Cd form the third and fourth books 
respectively. Ce contains questions on practical issues which 
could only be included in the third book of a systematic swmma, 
and we have seen that Cd, the section concerned with the 
sacraments, was originally intended to occupy the last place in 
the manuscript.*** Book II begins at Ce 168: de statu angel- 
orum ante casum, and comprises the subsequent chapters of 
Ce. The remaining few questions at the beginning of Ce (156- 
167) are not sufficient to form the first book. It is a tenable 
hypothesis, however, that the short swmma, which in C pre- 
cedes the Questiones, was intended, with the aid of the open- 
ing chapters of Ce, to form Book I. It is written in the same 
hand as Ce, Ce and Cd, and its subject, the divine essence, is 
that of the first book of a swmma. 

The Cambridge manuscript therefore contains an arrange- 
ment of Langton’s questiones in the four books of a swmma 
theologica, composed of I, the short Swmma and Ce 156-167; 
II, Ce 168-187; III, Ce; IV, Cd. Whoever was responsible 
for its compilation either had not a great store of material upon 
which to draw, or practised a rigid selection, for, as we have 
seen, there are many questions in Ca and Ch, besides a greater 
number in the other manuscripts, which are not included. It 
is a representative collection of selected questiones, in which 


191 See above, Section IT. 


¢ 
| 
q 
. 


214 Cambridge Manuscript of “ Questiones” of Stephen Langton 


the standard of the text is on the whole very high.*” Its 
importance lies in the fact that it is an attempt by a con- 
temporary of Langton’s to arrange the questions in a systematic 
form. In view of the early date assigned to the Cambridge 
manuscript it is probably one of the first attempts to bring 
order into the mass of reportationes, and it is certainly the 
only copy which has survived. 

It is obvious that if it is desired to compile a complete summa 
of Langton’s questiones, the simplest plan is to amplify this 
early swmma by means of the further material available from 
Ca, Cb, and the French manuscripts. This was done to a cer- 
tain extent by a contemporary, who used the first swmma as 
a guide and supplemented it with questions from Ca and Cb. 
A record of his work is preserved in the first list of titles at 
the end of the Cambridge manuscript.’ This list, as we have 
seen, was included by mistake, for C contains no such swmma, 
but, on the other hand, there is no copy of it extant. It is 
due to a scribe’s error that the most complete contemporary 
arrangement of Langton’s questiones in systematic form has 
been preserved. The table is divided into four books begin- 
ning: (1) // De nominibus essentialibus, (2) // De creatione 
angelorum, (3) // de homine assumpto, et utrum Christus sit 
duo, (4) // de descriptione sacramenti. The titles are taken 
from all parts of C, including the short Swmma, with which 
it opens.*** 

An examination of the contents of the list, which is given 
at the end of this section, will reveal the method by which 
the scholar amplified the first swmma (short Summa, Ce, Ce, 


199 As far as they have been tested, Cc and Cd have been found to contain 
a very reliable text. The scribe of Ce made many careless mistakes, but his 
section has been extensively corrected by Master H. and his two amanuenses. 
193 f, 345d. 
194Tn his article on “ Langton’s Questiones” in New Scholasticism, III 
(1929), 11, Lacombe states that the first index of C contained a list of 
the titles of C arranged in swmma form. 
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Cd) by, means of additional matter from Ca and Cb. The 
first six titles in the table are probably taken from the first 
part of the little swmma.**? The seventh, ‘ De hoc uerbo dixit 
deus fiat lua’, is the subject of Ce 156, the first chapter in 


section 


Chapters Ce 156-164 then appear in order, with 
the exception of Ce 160, which follows in a group of two 
chapters from Cb and two from Ca,**’ after which Ce 165-167 
complete the first book of the index. 

Book II, containing 34 titles, begins with Cb 69, but its 
second chapter is Ce 168. Its outline is that of the second 
part of section Ce, for all the remaining chapters of that section 
(Ce 168-187 inclusive) occur in that order and without a 
single omission. As in the first book, there are interruptions of 
the order of Ce, owing to the introduction of 6 chapters from Ca 
and 9 from Cb, but except in three cases these are scattered 
singly throughout the list.*** 

The third book of the index is by far the longest, as it 
contains 80 chapters. It opens with Ce 213, the first questio 
in Ce, but the next four chapters are taken from Ca and Cb.” 
In spite of the preponderance of titles from the first two 
sections of C,°” the contents of Ce form the skeleton of this 
book. All the chapters of Ce, excepting only Ce 246, are there 
in order, and the book closes with the last two questions of 
Ce 248, 249. Because of the great number of titles inter- 
polated from the other two sections, those of Ce are scattered, 


15 The order of these titles in the short Summa is very close to that of 
the index. The same titles occur in Cb, but in a very different order: 
Cb 141, 89, 127, 124, Ca 47. 

7°6 The numbers of the chapters in C to which the titles in the first index 
refer are given to the left of the titles in the list below. 

°7 Cb 126, Ce 160, Cb 121, Ca 16, Ca 11. 

198 Between Cc 168 and 169 there are 3 chapters from Ca or Ch, 2 between 
Ce 182 and 183, and 5 between Ce 186 and 187. 

#°° Cb 122, 85, Ca 17, 21. 

200 There are 42 titles from Ca and Cb, as opposed to 38 of Ce. 
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particularly at the beginning, where there are never more 
than two of them together. 

Book IV, which has 35 titles, begins with Cb 134, and ends 
with Cb 79, but nevertheless its framework and the majority 
of its contents are supplied by Cd, the section which was 
originally intended to come last of all in the Cambridge manu- 
script. Cd 188-212 occur in order, with the exception of 
Cd 190 and 209, and with the addition of 13 chapters from 
Ca and Cb. Cd 189-198 are consecutive, and this fact, to- 
gether with that of the title here given to Cd 189: de baptismo 
et quod circa baplismum considerantur, afford further 
proof of the possibility that these chapters, which can be found 
only in Cd, were specially intended, and probably rewritten, 
for a summa. 

The questions from Ca and Cb with which the first swmma 
was supplemented were selected with care, no duplicates being 


included, and they were distributed among the chapters of Ce, 


Ce and Cd according to their subjects. The most striking 
examples of this are afforded by the third book, where so many 
chapters from Ca and Cb have been included. For instance, 
between Ce 213, de homine assumpto, et utrum Christus sit 
duo, and Ce 213a, Vtrum Christus sit filius adoptiuus, Ch 122, 
85, Ca 17 and 21, four questions on Christology, have been 
inserted, and Ce 219-Ce 222 have been expanded by the addi- 
tion of 4 Ca and 3 Cb chapters which also treat of the state 
of grace. 

There can be little doubt therefore that the first index is 
a record of a re-arrangement of certain chapters of C. Further 
proof is afforded by Master H. himself. When he examined the 
book after the scribe of Ce had copied the two indices on to 
the end of Ce,”* he made notes in Ca of titles which he noticed 
in the first index. His reference took the form of a pencil 


201 Cf. above, section II. 


4 
be 


note in the margin opposite a chapter, in which he gave the 
heading from the first index prefixed by the letters ar. The 
following are all that remain: 


Rubric. 

f.183e. Ca 15: Quod licet uir- 
tutes sint simul tem- 
pore non tamen natura, 
immo est ibi ordo na- 
turalis. 

£.189¢. Ca 21: De gemina scien- 
tia Christi. 

f.191d. Ca 24: De 
proximi et ordine dili- 


dilectione 


gendi. 
f.200d. Ca 34: Vtrum veniale sit 
uitandum et quomodo 


202 


transeat in mortale. 


£.206e. Ca 44: De transubstan- 
tiatione, et de quibus- 
dam dubiis in canone 
// Arnuldus de 
sacramento eucharistie. 


misse. 


of the chapters, but appear in the first index. 


In all five cases the titles in the notes differ from the rubrics 
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Note. 
(L.H.M.) ar. de ordine uirtutum. 


(Top.) ar. de _ scientia anime 
Christi. 

(Foot.) ar. quomodo diligendus 
sit proximus. 

(Foot.) in libro ar. de ebrietate, 
et pro quanto aliquod 
peccatum sit mortale in 
excessu bibendi uel co- 
medendi. 

(Foot.) ar. de sacramento eucha- 


ristie. 


Some of them 


are so conventional that to regard them as specific references 


to any one manuscript might be dangerous. 


The title given in 


the note to Ca 34, however, is unmistakable, unlikely to be 


repeated, and occurs verbatvm in the first index. 


It is there- 


fore safe to assume that the master meant that these five chap- 
ters were included in a work of which the first index con- 
tained the contents, and that they could be found there, not 


2027 24: de sobrietate. 


under the titles which he had given them in Ca, but under 
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those of which he made notes in the margins.*”* With such 
authority supporting the claim of a few chapters to be con- 
tained in the first index, there can be no obstacle to extending 
the assumption to include all the headings in the first index, 
and to maintain that they represent questions from C. 

The master, however, begins his notes with ar., and in one 
case with in libro ar. <A fortunate slip of the rubricator in 
the case of Ca 44 gives the clue of the expansion of this word. 
He correctly rubricated the title, de transubstantiatione, et de 
quibusdam dubiis in canone misse, and the cross reference, 
ar. de sacramento eucharistie, which he should have ignored, 
he added as a sub-heading: // Arnuldus de sacramento eucha- 
ristie. The importance of this is that it shows that the master 
was referring to a certain Arnold. The rubricator may have 
been mistaken in supposing that Arnold’s views on the sacra- 
ment of the eucharist were discussed in the chapter,”* but he 
was working with Master H. and the correctors on the manu- 
script, and he would therefore know that by ar. the master 
meant Arnold, and he would probably know Arnold himself. 
At least his hint as to the correct expansion of ar. must be 
taken, particularly as it was not erased by the final corrector 
who inspected the manuscript when it was finished, and cor- 
rected other of the rubricator’s mistakes. 

According to Master H. the first index in C is a list of the 
contents of ‘Arnold’s book’. In all probability Arnold 
was the man for whom the book was written. In that case 
Master H., who had such an unparalleled knowledge of OC, 
must have drawn up the list for a more complete swmma while 
he was working on C. This explains his anxiety for a perfect 


293 Tt may be that in the case of Ca 44 the master was mistaken, for Cd 
205 has the title: de sacramento eucharistie. As Ca 44 is a more profound 
dissertation perhaps it was preferred. Cf. book IV of the first index. 

204 Before the discovery of the importance of the pencil notes in C, Pro- 
fessor Powicke was doubtful of the validity of the subheading referring to 
Arnuldus (op. cit., p. 186 n). 
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text in a manuscript which can lay no claim to homogeneity, 
and the comparative neglect suffered by Cb, whose text was too 
poor to be of much use in compiling an exemplar. C was 
to serve as raw material from which the final recension 
was to be copied. Thus, although there is no copy of an 
official Langton swmma questionum extant, yet the importance 
of the Cambridge manuscript is obvious when it is found to 
contain both the final draft, and the revised text from which 
it was to be transcribed. 

It may be of interest to scholars to have the table of con- 
tents of Arnold’s book: 


The First Index in the Cambridge Manuscript 


The first index is given here as it appears on f. 345d of the 
Cambridge manuscript, where it follows immediately upon the 
last chapter, Ce 249, and is written in the same hand as Ce 
which precedes, and the second index which follows it. As 
can be seen at a glance, it is an arrangement of the questiones 
in the form of a swmma, the four books of which are marked 
in the original by a paragraph mark. The numbers in the 
column on the left-hand side represent the chapters of the 
Cambridge manuscript possessing the titles here listed. 


f. 345d. 
Summa C f. 147a // De nominibus essentialibus. 
C f.155b De potentia generandi. 
C f. 155e De notionibus. 


C £.157b De innascibilitate. 
C f. 157d De principio spiritus sancti. 


Bs C f. 154a De infinitatis nominibus trinitatis. 
ef.Ca 47. 
Ce 156 De hoc verbo dixit deus fiat lux. 
Ce 157 De nominibus essentialibus. 
bd = De eo quod dicitur ex ipso et per ipsum et in ipso, 
CH 124 f 


25 This is the only title which cannot be found in C. 
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Ce 158 Utrum essentia possit demonstrari. 
Ce 159 De similitudine patris ad filium. 

Ce 161 De prescientia. 

Ce 162 de predestinatione. 

Ce 163 de predestinatione Christi. 


Ce 164 de predestinatione sanctorum. 

Ch 126 de hac propositione deus est ubique. 

Ce 160 de voluntate divina. 

Cb = 121 Utrum homo licite possit uelle contrarium eius 4 
quod scit deum uelle. : 

Ca 16 Vtrum illud sit simpliciter possibile quod est pos- a 
sibile secundum causas superiores. . 

Ca 1l de missione spiritus sancti. 


Ce 165 de prophetia. 

Ce 166 Quid sit prophetia. 
Ce 167 de officio prophetarum et propter quid dicendus sit 
aliquis propheta et pro quanto sit ei credendum. 


II. 


// De creatione angelorum. 


Ce 168 de statu angelorum ante casum. 4 

Cb 154a Vtrum diabolus velit deum esse uel se deum esse. % 

Ca 37 de angelis deputatis ad custodiam et utrum anime 3 
antichristi deputabitur angelus. q 

Cb 137 Quomodo dicatur homo factus ad ymaginem dei. 

Ce 169 de statu ade ante peccatum. 


Ce 170 de synderest. 
de libero arbitrio. 


de primis motibus. 


Ce 172 Vtrum quantum intendas tantum facias. 

Ca 4 de originali peccato. ; 

Ce 173 Quando habeat esse ignorantia, et utrum paruulus 5 
dicatur ignorare. 

Ce 174 votrum scientie naturali contraria sit ignorantia. 

Ce 175 de ignorantia inuincibili. 

Ce 176 de ignorantia affectata. 

Ce 177 de reatu. 

Ca 34 de ebrietate et pro quanto aliquod peccatum sit ng 


mortale, in excessu bibendi uel comedendi.?°* 
Ce 178 de contemptu. 
Cb 103 de fine actionum. 


206 Og 34, f.200d: Vtrum veniale sit uitandum et quomodo transeat in 
mortale. Pencil note in lower margin: im libro ar. de ebrietate, et pro 
quanto aliquod peccatum sit mortale in excessu bibendi uel comedendi. 


= 
Ch 69 
Cb 86) | 
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Vtrum mala actio sit remuneranda temporaliter. 

vtrum omnis actio de genere bonorum ewistenti in 
mortali sit mortalis. 

de operibus que fiunt ministerio alterius. 

de hoc quod dicit apostolus: siue per ueritatem 
siue per occasionem. 

de mercenariis. 

vtrum peccatum sit pena peccati. 

Vtrum peccata dimissa redeant. 

vtrum uoluntas et actus sint eadem peccata uel 
dwersa. 

Virum veniale peccatum puniatur eternaliter. 

Vtrum veniale habeat reatum. 

vtrum bonum naturale corrumpatur per peccatum. 

de peccato in spiritum sanctum. 

de peccato ad mortem. 

otrum circumstantie agrauent peccatum, et de cir- 
cumstantiis circa bonum opus. 


wotrum furiosus peccet. 


de omissicnibus et tentionibus. 


III. 


// De homine assumpto, et utrum Christus sit duo. 

Vtrum Christus omni opere suo meruerit equaliter 
nobis. 

de duabus uoluntatibus Christi. 

vtrum Christus secundum quod homo habuit ali- 
quam potentiam mundandi a peccato uel bap- 
tisandi interwus. 

de scientia anime Christi.?°* 

Vtrum Christus sit filius adoptiuus. 

Vtrum Christus fuerit homo in triduo passionis. 

de latria et dulia. 

de Christo capite quot modis dicitur caput ecclesie. 

Qualiter Christus post resurrectionem apparutt. 

de ordine uirtutum.?® 


otrum fides sit de non apparentibus tantum. 


votrum falsum subsit fidei. 
de ligno feno et stipula. 


*°7 Ca 21, f.189c: de gemina scientia Christi. Pencil note in upper mar- 
Ar. de scientia anime Christi. 

*8Ca 15, f.183c: 
natura, immo est ibi ordo naturalis. Pencil note: Ar. de ordine uirtutum. 


Quod licet uirtutes sint simul tempore non tamen 


n 
Ce 179 
Ce 180 
Ce 181 
Ce 182 
Cb 114 
Ca 33 
5 Ce 183 
Ce 184 
Ce 185 
Ce 186 
Ca 52 
Cb 71 
} Cb 153 
Ca 46 
136 
Cb (111 
Ce 187 
|_| 
Ce 213 
Cb 122 
Cb 85 
j Ca 17 
Ca 21 
Ce 213a 
| Ce 214 
Ca 18 
Ce 215 
Ce 216 
Ca 
Cb 
| Cb 
Ce 
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Ca 


48 


vtrum antiqui patres crediderint eosdem articulos 
penitus quos et nos credimus. 

vtrum potentia credendi sit naturalis an gratuita. 

de spe. 

de ordine caritatis. 

Quomodo diligendus sit provimus.?” 

de responsione pharisei cui plus dimissum est plus 
diligit. 

vtrum caritas semel habita possit amitti. 

Vtrum quicumque habet caritatem sciat se habere. 

Vtrum caritas possit minui. 

Vtrum quantulacumque caritas sufficiat ad resis- 
tendum cuilibet temptationi. 

Vtrum homo possit resurgere in tanta caritate a 
quanta ceciderit uel in maiore. 

Vtrum quicunque decesserit in caritate necessario 
sit saluandus. 

Ad quid ualeant opera facta extra caritatem. 

Quare bonum factum extra caritatem non ualeat 
isti quando habebit caritatem. 

Vtrum quantulacumque bonitas sit magis bona 
quam malitia sit mala. 

Vtrum quatuor cardinales uirtutes sint in patria. 

de uirginitate. 

Vtrum qui habet unam uirtutem habeat omnes. 

de perseuerantia. 

Vtrum omnes uirtutes sint pares. 

vtrum paruuli habeant uirtutes. 

Quare pocius dicantur esse .vij. dona spiritus 
sancti quam patris et filit. 

Penes quid distinguntur timores substantialiter. 

de timore seruili. 

de timore initiali et filiali. 

de preceptis decalogi. 

de additionibus. 

de mendatio. 

de iuramento et perplexitate et maledictis secun- 
dum prepositinum. 

de ymolatione ysaac et precepto abrahe. 

de benedictione iacob. 

de ypocrisi. 

de obedientia. 

de usu obedientie. 

de negligentia in opere. 


209 Cg 24, f.191d: de dilectione prowimi et ordine diligendi. Pencil note 
in lower margin: Ar. quomodo diligendus sit prowimus. 


= 

Ca 6 

Cb 138 

Ce 219 

Ca 24 

Ce 220 

Cb = 66 

Cb 115 

Cb 68 

Ca 9 

Ca 1of 

Ce 221 

Ca 25 

Ca 22 

Ce 222 

Ce 223 

Ca 49 

Ch 112 

Cb 97 

Ch 99 

Ce 224 

Ce 225 

Ca 51 

Ce 226 

Ca 2 
Ca 3 

Ch 139 

Ce 227 

Ce 228 

ef. Cb 91) 

Cb 151{ 

Ca 45 

Ce 229 

Ce 230 

Ce 231 

Ce 232 

Ce 233 


Alys L. Gregory 


de fraude im opere. 

de contemplatwa et actiua. 

de oratione. 

de simbolo et oratione dominica quare pocius in 
prima et conpletorio dicantur. 

Quid sit sanctos orare pro nobis. 

de hoc quod dicitur quicquid petieritis patrem in 
nomine meo dabit uobis. 

Quid est perseueranter petere. 

Vtrum temporalia licite petantur. 

de petitione pauli et utrum peccauit sic petendo. 

de hoc quod dicit apostolus coartor e duobus. 

de raptu pauli. 

de iewnio. 

de elemosina. 

Virum sit preceptum uel consilium hoc quod dici- 
tur, qui habet duas tunicas, det non habenti. 
Vtrum prelatus teneatur plus ceteris ad opera 

misericordie. 

de correptione fratris. 

Vtrum bona ecclesie possideantur a prelatis et a 
uiris ecclesiasticis iure proprietatis aut dispen- 
sationis. 

de decimis et primitiis. 

de ira per zelum. 

de hoc quod dicitur, quicquid uultis ut faciant 
uobis homines, eadem facite illis. 

de scandalo. 


de permissiuis uerbis.?*° 


de huiusmodi locutionibus, hoc est bonum in genere 
uel malum. 
Quomodo hoc sit intelligendum, omnia sunt ius- 
torum. 
de usura. 
vtrum omnis motus meritorius sit iusticie. 
vtrum si aliquis meruit, necessarium sit illum 
meruisse. 
de statu antiquorum patrum utrum meruerint 
uitam eternam. 
Vtrum sancti meruerint suas passiones. 
248 de officio ecclesie in aduentu. 
249 de acceptione personarum. 

210 The reference in the second index for the two chapters of Cb given here 
is: de uerbis permissiuis. In the text the rubrics read: (Cb 132, f. 262a) 
de crucifiwione Christi; (Cb 133, ibid.) Quare diabolus fuit motus ad liber- 
andum Christum. 
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IV 


Cb // de descriptione sacramenti. 

Cd Vtrum opera legalia iustificarent. 

Ca Vtrum cerimonialia tempore legis fuerint meritoria. 

Ca de circumcisione et differentia inter sacramenta 
noue legis et ueteris. 

Cd de baptismo et quod circa baptismum.v.que con- 
siderantur. 

Cd Vtrum intentio baptizantis uel baptizati sit neces- 
saria in baptismo. 

Cd de fictione et quot modis dicatur fictus. 

Cd de exorcismo et cathecismo. 

Cd de baptismo iohannis. 

Cd de circumcisione. 

Cd de sacramento confirmationis.*** 

Cd Vtrum sola contricione deleatur peccatum. 

Cd Vtrum contricio sit sacramentum. 

Cb Item de contricione. 

Cd de confessione. 

Cd Vtrum penitentia facta in mortali sit iteranda. 

Cb de satisfactione iniuncta ab indiscreto sacerdote. 

Cd de restitutione et utrum sit pars satisfactionis. 

Cb De iustificatione. 

Cd Quomodo sacerdos dimittit peccata uel retinet. 

Cd Queritur quid sit clauis. 

Cd de relaxationibus que fiunt in ecclesia. 


Ca 
Cd de sacramento eucharistie.*** 


*11 The rubricator, led astray by the analogy of Cd 195, wrote de sacra- 
mento circumcisionis for Cd 196, f.3lla, but the title given here is the 
right one. 

212Ca 44, f.206c: de transsubstantiatione et de quibusdam dubiis in 
canone misse. // Arnuldus de sacramento eucharistie. The second index 
says only de transsubstantiatione. In the lower margin of f.206v is a 
pencil note, Ar. de sacramento eucharistie, a reference to this index, as in 
the other cases mentioned, not intended to be included in the title of the 
chapter. The rubricator has here given the clue that Ar. is Arnuldus, and 
that this index gives the contents of the liber Arnuldi. 

Cd 205 is unrubricated, but the second index supplies de sacramento 
eucharistie. It seems possible, from its position, that this chapter, and not 
Ca 44, was intended to be included in this list, and that the writer of the 
pencil note was mistaken in stating that Ca 44 was included. Ca 44 and 
Cd 205 are different chapters, although they deal with similar subjects, and 
it is not possible, in the absence of incipits in this first index, to say which 
is referred to by this title. 
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Ca 53 de extrema unctione. 

Cd 206 vtrum caracter conferatur in ordine. 
Cd 207 de matrimonio. 

Cd 208 de redditione debiti coniugalis. 

Cd 210 de uoto iepte. 


Cb 105 Vtrum resurrectio corporum sit naturalis wel mira- 
culosa. 

Ca 27 de corporibus glorificatis. 

Ca 36 Vtrum omnis uelint esse beati. 

Ca 26 Vtrum deus in gehenna puniat pena condigna. 

Cd 211 Virum im omni opere domini sit misericordia et 
wustitia. 

Cd 212 de suffragiis ecclesie. 

Cb 79 de patribus qui erant im limbo inferni.?"* 


The manuscripts of Langton’s Questiones present such dif- 
ferent recensions that it is impossible to reduce them to a single 
set of questions. Further, the discovery that questiones were 
written before as well as after the commentary on the Lombard’s 


* is a proof that there were two editions. 


Magna Glosatura ** 
In view of these facts, it is surely advisable, as Father Lacombe 
has suggested,”° to follow the lead given by the editor of the 
Cambridge manuscript, and to prepare the standard edition of 
Langton’s Questiones in the form of a summa theologica. One 
such arrangement, drawn up in Langton’s lifetime by a scholar 
with an extensive knowledge of the questzones and their sources, 
exists in the first index of the Cambridge manuscript. With 
such an authoritative guide ready to hand, a complete swmma 
could be compiled with facility with the aid of the additional 
material in the French manuscripts. If the plan of the first 
table were adopted, it could be amplified by means of the 
remaining questions, just as Master H. supplemented the pre- 
liminary summa with chapters from Ca and Ob. The main 


*18 Tt will be noticed that, with the exception of Cc 160, and CE 241, 
which are out of order, the chapters of Ce, Ce and Cd occur consecutively 
in this list, with the addition of certain chapters from Ca and Cb, which 
are inserted according to the subject-matter. Of the chapters of Ce 156 to 
Ce 249, only three, Cd 190, Cd 209 and Ce 246, are missing. 

#14 Lacombe, in New Scholasticism, III (1929), 158. 

*15 Thid., III (1929), 12. 
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variants from the Cambridge text could be given in footnotes, 
and additional distinct questions could be grouped next to 
chapters on similar subjects. In this way the whole of the 
material would be included, and yet be arranged according to 
a definite plan. The Bibliotheque Thomiste proposes to pub- 
lish Langton’s Questiones in this form, and invites an early 
consideration of the project from critics before it is put into 
effect. 


Atys L. Grereory. 
Manchester University. 
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BOOK REVIEWS 


The Greek Sceptics. By Mary Miuus Patrick. New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1929. Pp. xxi + 339. 


What should we expect of a book which is offered to students of 
Greek philosophy as the first exhaustive treatment of the Greek sceptics 
in the English language? Surely at this late date we should not expect 
new discoveries in the history of Greek philosophy, nor views very 
different from those already put forward. This could only be attained 
at the expense of being plainly wrong, or by raking up such contentious 
material that the new point of view would in any case be worthless. 
Writers of judgment and knowledge are loathe to depart from well 
accepted views. Our accounts of the Greek sceptics have been brief, 
chiefly owing to the comparative paucity of reliable material. The 
present contribution seems to be more valuable for the history of phi- 
losophy generally than for the sceptical standpoint in particular. By 
gathering together most of the chronological, historical and biographical 
data concerning the individual sceptics, by giving us an interesting and 
full account of the later academies and the important presidents, the 
author has made a valuable contribution to the history of philosophy 
and has ministered to a long felt need; but because of the highly con- 
troversial nature of many of her doctrinal conclusions and because of a 
tendency to put forth propositions with greater assurance than the 
proofs they are built on will warrant, those who have not made a rather 
close study of the matter are better off with the more conservative 
outlines found in Windleband, Erdmann and others. 

In the early chapters of the book the author traces the critical ten- 
dency down through the systems of Greek philosophy. She rightly 
points out that there was always a tendency to question the possibility 
of knowledge and to doubt the conclusions of philosophic research. All 
the early thinkers came to see the opposition between rational and 
sensible knowledge. Heraclitus and Parmenides, Democritus, Empedo- 
cles, and Anaxagoras question the veracity of our senses. They all agree 
in establishing a difference in value between rational and sensible knowl- 
edge without distinguishing their origins. This was a perilous pro- 
cedure, because, if you deny authority to sense knowledge you must also 
deny authority to any derived knowledge. This was not the only weak 
side which was open to the attacks of the sceptics, but along with the 
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doctrine of Protagorean relativism, it was not only the starting point 
of the sceptical movement, but the very condition of its existence. One 
is disappointed to find that Mary Parrick indicates rather than 
develops this point. 

Every one is indebted to Mary Parrick for the abundant and valu- 
able information she has supplied us in the fourth chapter on the life 
and historical environment of Pyrrho. The fifth chapter on “ Pyrrho’s 
Philosophy ” is open to several serious objections. Familiar accounts 
found in our textbooks tell us that it was the leading idea of Pyrrho 
to make the denial of knowledge the condition of the Summum Bonum. 
Nothing is in itself true or false, good or evil. Hence, our attitude 
toward things ought to be complete suspension of judgment; in practice 
this meant ataraxia, apathy—total quietism. If you must act, follow 
probability, custom, law; but do not believe in the essential validity of 
these criteria. Mary Patrick insists that “the Pyrrhonist never denied 
that ultimate truth could be found. Opinions are variable, not neces- 
sarily wrong; but they deal with appearances only. The true Sceptic 
did not claim that the origin of things could never be discovered. 
Pyrrho kept the way open for the eternal search for ultimate truth ”. 
(p. 44) These statements become hard sayings when she goes on to tell 
us that for Pyrrho “ we do not know things as they really are, but only 
as they seem to us through experience which presents an outside world. 
This is a world of appearances ”’; and continuing, “ what we learn from 
sense perception and from reasoning seems wholly related to the world 
in which we live, and gives us no knowledge of reality”. (p. 46) Then, 
on the basis of this doctrine, she tells us that “this is not to deny all 
knowledge, it is to doubt but not to deny the possibility of ultimate 
truth”. It seems obvious that Pyrrho was either ignorant of the 
implications of his own doctrine, or else our author is misinterpreting 
him. But perhaps Mary Partricx’s unusual view of Pyrrhonism is due 
to the fact that she has approached her study with the preconceived 
notion that the Greek sceptics were modern scientists. She insists that 
the methodology of the Greek sceptics “ coincides with the most ad- 


vanced point of view of modern science, which, though sceptical, does 
not deny the power of reason to attain final truth eventually, through 
successive approaches toward this end”. (p. 44) On this point it is 
probable that most readers will suspend historical judgment. While 
it is true that modern science does not deny the possibility of ultimate 
tryth, it is equally true that legitimate science is not interested in the 
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question. Scientists are notorious for eschewing metaphysics which is 
alone capable of dealing with the matter. Further than this, science 
neither doubts nor denies the existence of an external world nor the 
validity of its generalizations concerning it. As proof of her thesis 
she points out the sceptics were identified with investigation, chiefly 
medicine, that might be called scientific. This is not a very strong 
proof. It would seem more convincing to say that they were simply 
inconsistent. Pyrrho was also a severe moralist. Victor Brochard says: 
“The father of Pyrrhonism seems to have been very little of a Pyr- 
rhonian.” Whether this is true or not, to endow the Greek sceptics 
with a scientific outlook which did not appear till hundreds of years 
later is to credit them with more genius than they ever aspired to 
themselves. 

The four middle sections,“ Scepticism in the Academy: First Period ”, 
“ Scepticism in the Academy: Second Period”, “ Pyrrhonism in Alex- 
andria”, “ Pyrrhonism in Alexandria, Rome and Athens”, comprise 
some twenty-two chapters. The valuable mass of historical data con- 
tained in these sections alone amply justifies the book; but in many 
places doctrinal expositions suffer from lack of lucidity and conciseness. 

The thirty-first chapter, “ Scepticism as an Awakening Power”, is 
an attempt to trace in short compass the influence of scepticism down 
through the Middle Ages. Mary Patrick tells us that “there is a 
strong sceptical tone in the early period of authorship of St. Augus- 
tine’’. (p. 288) This is rather questionable. Augustine himself tells 
us that his early scepticism was only a half hearted affair. “ For there 
‘half arose’ a thought in me, that those philosophers, whom they call 
Academics, were wiser than the rest, . . . not then even understanding 
their meaning”. (Confessions, V, 10, 19.) Although Mary Patrick 
does not maintain that Augustine was a sceptic, she says that his later 
attitude was that of  Methodized Scepticism”. The present reviewer 
finds it impossible to see how scepticism in any proper acceptation of 
that word can be imputed to him. No text is cited but it is evident 
that the reference is to De Civitate Dei, XIX, 18. The age-old preju- 
dice expressed in the following quotation was scarcely to be expected 
in the latest work on Greek philosophy: “The freedom of thought lost 
in the Middle Ages again came into existence”, during the Italian 
Renaissance. “As Western Europe gradually loosened and here and 
there cast off the dogmatic control that had for many centuries limited 
its development, the liberating force was Scepticism”. (p. 292) In 
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making this statement Mary Parrick betrays the same lack of freedom 
of which she accuses the scholars of the Middle Ages. She is evidently 
repeating without investigation what she has heard and read. <A very 
superficial knowledge of the Middle Ages would convince her of its 
falsity. She is a victim of the authority of a very tyrannical tradition 
whilch in this case is quite false. A quotation from J. H. Randal is 
very interesting. He cannot be accused of any mediaeval bias. “ It 
might seem that this reverence for authority would stifle thought; in 
reality, on the leading minds, it placed few fetters”. (The Making of 
the Modern Mind, Houghton Mifflin, 1926, V, p. 97.) By putting Dante 
among the people of the Renaissance, Mary Patrick is forcing the 
modern period back into the mediaeval. On the same. principle she 
might go back further until the whole mediaeval period vanishes and 
all is modern beginning with Augustine. 


Peter J. Bart. 
Assumption College, 
University of Western Ontario. 


New Views of Evolution. By Grorce P. Concer. New York: The 
Maemillan Co., 1929. Pp. 235. 


When a book on evolution by a professor of philosophy makes its 
appearance, one naturally expects a broader approach and a more 
critical examination of the evidence from the various fields of science. 
Occupying a more detached position than that of the scientist, the 
philosopher may be supposed to survey the evidence as a whole with 
an unprejudiced mind and in better perspective. Above all, he will 
want to ascertain if the evidence drawn from the various sciences har- 
monizes and is thus an expression of some general principle or law. 
While there are also disadvantages in a critique from such a source, 
the treatment is like’y to be broad in scope, novel and refreshing, and 
these qualities characte"ize the new volume by Dr. Concer in the 
“Philosophy for Laymen ” series. 


The title, however, may prove misleading to many readers, for the 
‘ views’ contained in this book can hardly be called ‘ new’, except per- 
haps those referring to evolution of matter based on the new physics. 
The term ‘ new’ is, of course, a relative one. 

The author emphasizes the distinction between evolution and evolu- 
tionism. “ Evolution is the name of a process” and “is neither a 
hypothesis, a theory, nor a law”. “ Evolutionism is a name for some 
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statements about that process.” The distinction is not generally made 
and the author fails to keep it in mind in several parts of his book. 

The scope of the work is comprehensive, treating as it does not only 
the evolution of living things, but also of inorganic matter and even 
of cultures. The author discusses the reason why biological evolu- 
tionism has received more attention than evolutionism in other sciences. 
“Living organisms are not merely more familiar than other objects, 
but they are usually more interesting since we ourselves are living 
organisms.” But aside from this, we believe there is a more funda- 
mental reason why evolutionism in biology was regarded as a unique 
theory causing no small stir. Organic evolution is a totally different 
process from evolution of the stars, of governments, or of locomotives. 
It implies not a mere change, nor a development brought about by man 
with a purpose in view, but an inherent capacity to develop, generally 
in the direction of greater complexity and always toward specialization 
in structure and function. If there is, in a deeper sense, an evolution 
of matter in any way analogous to organic evolution, physicists are 
certainly not in agreement as to the fact. Many modern physicists 
regard theories of evolution in the inorganic realm as too highly specu- 
lative to warrant acceptance at the present time. Even if it be estab- 
lished, it seems to imply as much devolution as evolution. 

The author observes that evolution is not necessarily opposed to 
religion. He states the argument for creationism, by which he means 
direct creation, as well as for evolution, and his endeavor to present 
the case in a fair and unbiased manner is clearly indicated though 
perhaps over-rating the mechanistic argument. The ease for theistic 
evolution might well have been placed in a stronger light. The alterna- 
tive to belief in direct creation, as set forth by the author, embraces 
tenets which obviously theistic evolution cannot accept. 

The author comes to the general conclusion that evolution is not a 
matter of evidence, but a matter of inference, though there are data 
which inevitably suggest it. In the last chapter the author examines 
the theory of evolutionism as a unifying principle of knowledge. Its 
greatest value, he believes, is that it serves as a correlating principle 
whereby the data of science “begin to exhibit more or less orderly 
relations of structures and processes in time.” 


CorNELIUS J. CONNOLLY. 
The Catholic University of America. 
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Johannes von Dambach und die Trostbuecher vom 11. bis zum 16 
Jahrhundert, von P. Albert Auer O. S. B. (Beitraege zur Geschichte 
der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters). Bd. 27, Heft 1/2. 
Muenster: Aschendorff, 1928. 


At the suggestion of the late Clement Baeumker, the author of the 
work under review set himself the task of undertaking a critical his- 
torical inquiry into the life and writings of John of Dambach, author 
of the Consolatio Theologiae. The progress of the inquiry gradually 
widened its scope so as to include the entire literary movement of the 
“Books of Consolation” of the late Middle Ages deriving their 
inspiration from John of Dambach. 

The author of the Consolatio Theologiae was a Dominican Friar and 
professor of theology, born at Strassburg in Alsace about the beginning 
of the fourteenth century. Life seems not to have dealt too gently 
with him, and he conceived the idea of writing a treatise of consolation 
similar to the Consolatio Philosophiae of Boethius, to whom he con- 
sidered himself akin, “ sicut ... ille Boethius ..., sic et ego ab 
impugnatoribus ejectus, quandam exilii speciem sustinens”. (p. 65) 

Boethius wrote his Consolatio Philosophiae, or reflections on the 
problem of suffering, while in prison awaiting trial that was to culmi- 
nate in his execution upon a false charge of treason. He places his 
counsels of consolation in the mouth of Lady Philosophy, who appears 
to him in his prison. The despondent philosopher tells her of his trials 
and she comforts his bruised heart and restores his peace of mind. 

The Consolatio Theologiae is patterned upon the work of Boethius, 
but thoughts of a Christian character replace the purely philosophical 
reflections. Lady Theology, surrounded by her maidens and guards of 
honor, appears in public audience. To her come those weighed down 
by the various ills and injustices of life and are comforted. In fifteen 
different books, divided into chapters and articles, the more ordinary 
forms of human trial and disappointment are discussed, and reasons 
for consolation are suggested. These are largely in the form of quota- 
tions from classical authors, chiefly Boethius and Seneca, the Fathers 
of the Church, learned doctors and pious writers, and principally of 
passages from Holy Scripture. 

The whole is a course of practical asceticism, counselling Christian 
stoicism and resignation amid trial and misfortune, by painting a pic- 
ture of the negligible character of earthly things. We find here a 
catalogue of the vicissitudes of life, e. g., sickness, death, persecution, 
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exile, war; of the hopes and disillusionments of men, e. g., thoughts 
on not obtaining a coveted office, on not being born rich and noble; 
of peculiarly mediaeval difficulties, e. g., inconveniences on account of 
ecclesiastical interdict, indulgence and simoniacal abuses; of inner 
problems of the soul, e. g., reflections on the meaning of evil, predesti- 
nation, ete. Book twelve deals with perplexities of conscience and gives 
a fine psychoanalysis of scruples. 

John of Dambach intended his Consolatio Theologiae to be a sort of 
general mental medicine cabinet for the sufferer, and reference guide 
for clerics and preachers. The book became a favorite among the 
educated classes. It was widely read, as can be seen from its geo- 
graphical distribution and the number of manuscript copies and early 
prints still extant, also from the fact that it was frequently imitated. 
Aver mentions and discusses critically more than two dozen “ Books 
of Consolation” by various authors. They prove to be cultural docu- 
ments of hitherto unsuspected importance, mirrors reflecting the mind 
and customs, the motive forces underlying popular movements, and the 
pressing problems of the day. Incidentally they give us additional 
insight into the events leading up to the Reformation. 

An immense amount of patient research and critical acumen has gone 
into the making of this monograph. The author visited the principal 


libraries of Europe in search of material. Some 350 manuscripts, 
incunabula, and early prints are discussed, many of them discovered 
and studied for the first time by the writer. Altogether, AvER’s work 
is a worthy addition to the “ Beitraege zur Geschichte der Philosophie 
und Theologie des Mittelalters” measuring up fully to the high 
standards of this scholarly series. 


BerarD 
Butler, N. J. 


The Book of Diogenes Laertius, Its Spirit and Its Method. By RicHarp 
Hope. New York: Columbia University Press, 1930. Pp. xiv + 
241. 


This book, modestly called an essay by the author in his Preface, is 
intended to provide an introduction to the book of Diogenes Laertius 
and “an analysis of the thought pattern underlying its composition ”. 
Mr. Hope does not pretend to have discussed, least of all settled, every 
one of the many questions which arise in a thoughtful examination of 
Diogenes Laertius’ work, but rather to have presented the existing state 
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of inquiry into the book, with a rather extensive discussion of some of 
the old problems which must be more clearly understood before the 
new are attacked. 

In the first chapter under the title “The Influence of Diogenes 
Laertius ”, the author treats of such apparently varied topics as “ His 
Contemporaries ”, “The Earliest References”, “The Manuscripts ”, 
“The Printed Text”, and “The Varied Appeal of the Book”, ete. 
Yet, they are all discussed from the viewpoint of evidence of influence, 
and the reader will not be inclined to object as he reads. Following 
chapters deal with Diogenes’ sources, his tributes to the eminent phi- 
losophers, his biographies, his accounts of philosophic opinions, and 
finally the significanlee of his book. 

Mr. Hops has a well selected bibliography and a useful index. More- 
over, a reading of the work shows that Mr. Hope controls not only the 
works in his bibliography but the entire field of studies in Diogenes 
Laertius. The author has succeeded eminently in what he aimed to do— 
to give, as it were, complete prolegomena for new students in the field, 
and a handy resumé for the more experienced. It might be added that 
Mr. Hore exhibits throughout a thorough first-hand knowledge of the 
works of Diogenes Laertius themselves. 

In justice to the author, also, it should be added that he is ever ready, 
while presenting the status quo of a question, to offer in a conservative 
and convincing fashion his own personal views. His general comment 
at the end is illustrative and worth quoting here: “ Whatever inter- 
pretations may be given of the nature and significance of the book of 
Diogenes Laertius must, however, in the present state of knowledge 
concerning the book and its author, be offered in a tentative manner. 
When the history of the text is better known, when the date and place 
of the composition of the work have been more definitely fixed, when 
this ancient document has been thoroughly compared with other writ- 
ings of the period, and when the more general problems raised by the 
outstanding characteristics of the work have been solved, the conclu- 
sions, which at the present time appear to be justified, in view of the 
analysis made of the book, will be placed in their proper setting. While 
the Laertian compilation gives illuminating answers to many questions, 
in some respects the Lives and Opinions of Eminent Philosophers has 
nevertheless, even to the present day, remained a mystery.” 

Roy J. Dererrari. 


The Catholic Uniwersity of America. 
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A Concordance to the Historia Ecclesiastica of Bede. By PutTNam 
FENNELL JONES. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Mediaeval 
Academy of America, 1929. Pp. ix + 585. 


This work is the second number of a series of publications by The 
Mediaeval Academy of America, and like its predecessor is a most 
effective tool for innumerable future studies. No apology need be made 
for a concordance to so great a work as Bede’s Historia Ecclesiastica 
Gentis Anglorum, because for a study of the intellectual life of the age 
in all its phases the history stands out as our most important single 
document. Students of mediaeval Latin and investigators of early 
English history will alike find abundant use for the precise tool; and, 
as the author fondly hopes, those whose main interest is in the Old 
English language and literature will also have frequent recourse to it. 

In method Professor Jones has made several striking departures 
from that of his teacher, Professor Lane Cooper. For example, the 
entries are arranged so that each word will be found as a sub-heading 
under its simple form—tuli and latus under fero, ete.; brief notes 
accompany the proper names for the sake of identification; and some 
words are given with a few quotations only, supplemented, however, 
by a full record of oceurrences. These changes appear to me to be 
advantageous. In general, however, the method of Professor Cooper 
has been followed carefully and with all the accuracy characteristic of it. 

It is a pity that, in all probability to cut down expense, several bad 
features in book-making have been introduced. This is especially true 
of the type which is exceedingly small. If one were to make continuous 
use of this tool, the strain would be almost prohibitive. 


The Catholic University of America. Roy J. DErerRaRri. 


Hegel’s Science of Logic. Translation by W. H. Johnston and L. J. 
Struthers. With an Introductory Preface by Viscount Haldane of 
Cloan. New York: The Macmillan Co., 1929. Vol. I: pp. 404; 
Vol. II: pp. 486. 


This excellent translation of what is properly described as the “ Bible 
of Hegelianism ” is offered as the first complete English rendition of 
Hegel’s Wissenschaft der Logik which first appeared in three parts 
between the years 1812 to 1816. The two volumes comprise the latest 
addition to the most useful “Library of Philosophy ”, edited by Dr. 
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J. H. Muirhead. The greater part of the translation is made from the 
last German edition brought out under the editorship of Dr. George 
Lasson of Berlin. For American students of philosophy it is particu- 
larly interesting to note that as early as 1858 a young German immi- 
grant to this country, Henry C. Brockmeyer, who was later to become 
Governor of Missouri, made a complete English translation for a group 
of St. Louis scholars. This was copied out by one of the most promi- 
nent Neo-Hegelians in America of the last century, Mr. William T. 
Harris. After several revisions it was offered to the “Library of 
Philosophy ” by friends of Governor Brockmeyer as a memorial volume 
but was not accepted as being inappropriate in a series devoted to the 
study of pure philosophy. This earlier translation has evidently never 
been published. Prior to this time only the Wallace translation of the 
section on Logie in Hegel’s later Encyclopaedie der philosophischen 
Wissenschaften has been available in English. 

To review at this late date the content of these volumes would hardly 
be of interest. When they first appeared they were considered epoch- 
making in philosophy. At last the great abyss which naive philosophy 
had always made between mind and the world was spanned in a theory 
of knowing which was at the same time a theory of being. The ding 
an sich which Kant had left outside the range of mind was brought 
within the synthesis by Kant’s own transcendental logic. Here was a 
vast system ordering the whole of experience and, above all, a system 
that made possible the acceptance of the world as an expression of 
spirit. For Hegel it was particularly the revelation of the Absolute 
Spirit. 

Time has considerably negatived these claims. Though the Hegelian 
tradition has been very pronounced in English-speaking countries, 
notably through the works of Green, Caird, Bosanquet, and Bradley 
in England, and Porter and McCosh in America, it is presented by 
these Neo-Hegelians rather as an instance of what we may do with 
the world from a spiritual viewpoint. It is as a method that modern 
thinkers have approached this study. As the late Lord Haldane points 
out in his especially interesting preface, “we are no longer interested 
in the doctrine of the Absolute which engrossed attention in the early 
part of the last century; nor by Hegel’s political tendencies, whatever 
they were, and they were diverse; nor by the insufficiency of the scien- 
tific teaching, which was that of his time”. But even Hegel himself, 
according to Haldane, contrary to the widely accepted ordinary inter- 
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pretation, never meant his Absolute to be anything more than an ideal. 
So likewise have we misunderstood his notion of State as a super- 
person. Thus even some of his own applications of his method have 
not been correctly grasped. 

Strictly as a method Neo-Scholastics cannot, of course, afford to neglect 
Hegel. If for them Kantian influence still remains their greatest oppo- 
sition, by that same token Hegel as a large part of that influence must 
be met. They must be thankful for so fine a rendition of a difficult 
German work which compared at any point with the original leaves 
little to be desired. Even as a method, however, the past century has 
not justified Hegel’s effort. Its application in theology, leading to a 
rejection of the distinction between natural and supernatural truth, has 
begotten much of the present-day chaos in that field. Its vast claim 
that all reality may be expressed in its categories makes it necessary 
to suppose that the Infinite may be completely encompassed in com- 
prehension by finite minds. Its substitution of the category of becom- 
ing for that of being, so fundamental to Scholastic metaphysics, makes 
even the Infinite a process and thus renders the Christian view of life 
philosophically impossible. The same substitution in science may pro- 
vide a basis for an even absolute evolutionism, but such a concept can 
hardly be said to have been an aid to science. Be all this as it may, 
however, the Scholastic of today in going back to this great original 
source of so many modern trends of thought will be far better able 
to evaluate such trends, and if necessary more rationally reject them 
than if he understands the Hegelian method only through some several 
of the army of Hegel’s commentators. 

Cuarues A. Hart. 

The Catholic University of America. 


Mittelalterliche lateinische Uebersetzungen von Schriften der Aris- 
toteles-Kommentatoren Johannes Philoponos, Alexander von 
Aphrodisias und Themistios. By M. GrapmMann. Sitzungsberichte 
der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch- 
historische Abteilung. Jahrg. 1929, Heft 7. Muenchen: Verlag 
der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 1929. Pp. 72. 


On the strength of notes which he was able to make on his extensive 
travels to libraries, GRaBMANN has in late years given us a series 
of communications which are of greatest importance for the knowl- 
edge of the influx of Aristotelian ideas into the philosophy of the thir- 
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teenth century. In the present work he gives his attention to the 
Greek commentators of Aristotle, John Philoponos, Alexander of 
Aphrodisias, and Themistios, i. e., to the mediaeval Latin translations 
of their works. The most important of the newly obtained results 
which he submits are the following: The mediaeval Latin translation 
of the Greek commentary of Philoponos on De anima cap. 4-9, as 
found in Cod. Vat. lat. 4238, differs in essential points from the cor- 
responding parts of the Greek text edited by Hayduck. Moreover, 
since grave doubts regarding the authenticity of this Greek third book 
exist, GRABMANN indicates the possibility of proving by means of 
textual comparison with the genuine writings of John Philoponos that 
this translation is taken from the authentic third book. Against B. 
Geyer, A. Birkenmajer, and A. Pelzer, GranmMann holds that this 
translation is not to be ascribed to William of Moerbeke, from the 
point of chronology—the translation dates back as far as 1248—(p. 
21), because of the fact that Thomas, who otherwise adhered to Wil- 
liam, did not use it (p. 40), and finally because the translation of 
Aristotle’s De anima utilized in the commentary, differs entirely from 
that of William (p. 48). The commentary was not called into play in 
the controversy regarding the theory of the nous in the thirteenth cen- 
tury. GraBMANN is of the opinion that the reason for this is to be 
sought in the fact that Averroés makes no mention of Philoponos in 
this connection; the Scholastics, however, in the first place fell back 
upon those Greeks only of whom Averroés made mention. He is first 
used in Aegidius Romanus, Radulfus Brito, and in the Speculum 
divinorum et quorumdam naturalium of Henry Bate of Mechlin. 

It would be interesting to determine whether the passage quoted 
from Philoponos by Johannes Sterngasse is taken from this transla- 
tion. In the beginning of my occupation with Scholastic manuscripts 
I erroneously read Joannes Ganticus instead of Grammaticus, and 
therefore in the essay published later (Johannes Sterngasse O.P. und 
sein Sentenzenkommentar. (Divus Thomas Fr. IV, 1926, 342) I 
brought a quotation from Cod. Vat. 1092 fol. 37 (In 2 dist. 18 a.2) 
which when corrected reads thus: 

Alii autem sicut Joannes Grammaticus contrarium dixerunt, scilicet 
nullam formam preexistere in potentia materie. Que positio auctoritati 
omnium philosophorum contradicit, quod ex nichilo nichil fit. Sed illi, 
quod fit, oportet aliquid subici. Via autem Aristotelis, ut dicit com- 
mentator ibidem, est media inter istas opiniones, que ponit formas de 


potentio materie educi. Quam quidem opinionem moderni diversimode 
intelfexerunt. 
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Whatever I deduced from the quotation for Joannes Ganticus thereby 
becomes untenable. Johannes Sterngasse, however, is an instance of 
the great interest which the beginning fourteenth century still mani- 
fested in the nous controversy, for the history of which I produced 
new materials in the same essay. 

In the second part GraBMANN establishes the eixstence of a mediaeval 
translation of the work of Alexander of Aphrodisias, De fato ad 
imperatores and of the concluding chapter of De anima in the Cod 
16096 of the National Library of Paris and in the Cod. 243 of Corpus 
Christi College in Oxford. He does not consider it out of the question 
that it was already made in the twelfth century in the Sicilian school 
of translators. Nevertheless, the use made of it does not seem to have 
been extensive. 

Some confirmations of and supplements to previously established 
conclusions regarding the mediaeval Latin translations of the com- 
mentaries of Themistios on the Analytica posterior and the De anima 
form the conciuding part of the treatise. 

Philology and philosophy are equally indebted to GrasmMann for 
this extraordinarily illuminating contribution to the knowledge of the 
sources of Scholasticism when at its height. 


ArtTuR LANDGRAF. 
The Catholic University of America. 
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